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ABSTRACT
Economic and non-economic trends have left farm operators of all ages
contemplating enterprise diversification strategies to create advantages and to ensure their
farms' sustainability for future generations. One such strategy is agritourism, in which a
visitor to a working farm or other agricultural setting interacts with the farm landscape or
participates in an agricultural process for tourism or leisure purposes. This study aims to
contribute to academics, researchers, extension educators, practitioners, and farm service
providers who offer training and resources to better equip current and future agritourism
operators. The study tested the general hypothesis that agritourism operators'
entrepreneurial goals and work characteristics differ by age cohort in the United States. It
addresses a gap in the literature by using the Generational Cohort Theory (GCT) to
compare four generations of agritourism operators (i.e., Millennials, Generation X, Baby
Boomers, and the Silent Generation). The study was conducted through an online survey.
The target population was agritourism operators in the United States born between 1928
and 1996. The findings revealed a divide between older and younger generations of
agritourism operators regarding values and preferences specific to the workplace. Model
testing shows that those differences are found among agritourism operators’
entrepreneurial goals. The findings further confirm the validity of applying GCT to
investigate the tourism and agriculture academies and indicate the need for information
specific to developing training and resources for agritourism operators as changing
generational values and preferences demand a more skilled and accomplished workforce.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

When it is evident that the goals cannot be reached, don't adjust the goals,
adjust the action steps.
Confucius 551-479 B.C.

American agriculture faces unprecedented changes in economic and noneconomic conditions. The latest United States (U.S.) Census of Agriculture shows
declines in farms, farmland, and farm operators across the board, with fewer than 80,000
of the more than two million farm operations in the U.S. now generating two-thirds of
farm production (U.S. Department of Agriculture [USDA], 2017). Driven by shifting,
global economies of scale, and increased industrialization, many farm operators have
been forced to shutter their operations or seek income off-farm (Kovalcik, 2019; Stone,
2021; Bunge & Newman., 2018). These conditions have led to declines in farm viability
and declines in the life quality indicators of rural agricultural communities and
agricultural laborers.
The USDA's Economic Research Service found that in 2019, on average, 82% of
U.S. household income for farms came from off-farm work (e.g., family members
working in another industry; Giri, 2021). The USDA also reported that the average age of
farmers is now 58 years old, eight years older than the average age of farmers just three
decades ago (USDA, 2017). To put this in perspective, today's farmers are 17 years older
than the average American worker, with the ranks of farmers who are 72 years and older

outnumbering those in their prime working years of 35 to 44 (Abbot, 2019). These aging
farm operators are not the only workers in the American economy displaced by economic
forces. However, losing their job often means losing their home and the land that has
been in their family for generations.
Economic and non-economic trends have left farm operators of all ages
contemplating enterprise diversification strategies to create advantages or modify
disadvantages and ensure their farms' sustainability for future generations (Mishra et al.,
2010; Giri, 2021). Farm enterprise diversification includes the introduction of alternative
crops and value-added products or the exploitation of complimentary relationships
between farm enterprises. Historically, this has been an essential characteristic of farms
with limited access to transportation or geographically isolated (Mishra et al., 2004).
Many of these farm operators have sought to improve the utilization of natural resources
and available operator and family labor and management skills. One such strategy is
agritourism.
Agritourism
Quickly becoming one of the fastest-growing travel industry segments,
agritourism has garnered the attention of farmers, tourists, and scholars worldwide
(Kaufman, 2018). As a result, farmers engaged in providing agritourism activities have
been the subject of increased scrutiny. While their farms were once viewed primarily as a
space for work and production, many now see family-oriented places to visit, experience,
and learn (Amsden & McEntee, 2011). Agritourism can describe nearly any activity in
which a visitor to a farm or other agricultural setting contemplates the farm landscape or
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participates in an agrarian process for recreation or leisure purposes (Tew & Barbieri,
2012; Che et al., 2005). The U.S. Agriculture Census (2017) found agritourism and
recreation services totaling more than $949 million in sales, increasing over $245 million
since the previous (2012) census. Further, gross agritourism operation receipts of $25,000
increased from 4,518 farms in 2012 to 5,553 in 2017. Evidence suggests that this growth
will continue due to consumers' increased concern with the production of food and a
desire to reconnect with rural lifestyles (Carpio et al., 2008; Che et al., 2005; Santeramo
& Barbieri, 2016; Ollenburg & Buckley, 2007; Nickerson et al., 2001).
Because agritourism allows visitors to learn through direct observation and
experience, it is a valuable educational tool (Petroman et al., 2016). Likewise, it has the
potential to optimize local economic benefits and facilitate cultural exchange as it is at
the crossroads of the agriculture and tourism industries. While there is a growing body of
literature concerning these economic and non-economic impacts, research is needed to
investigate the resources integral to agritourism’s sustainability (Barbieri, 2013;
Broccardo et al., 2017; Kazlouski et al., 2020). As rural areas have faltered during
economic instability, realizing these contributions is essential in revealing specific needs
for farm and community improvement (McGehee & Kim, 2004).
With the rise in the popularity of agritourism, there have been increased calls for
information specific to its development, planning, and management. To best answer these
calls, it may be necessary to consider the entrepreneurial nature of the agritourism
operator. Entrepreneurship is the creative response to an external condition (Brazeal &
Herbert, 1999). Faced with the risk of producing, improving, and changing products or
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services, the agritourism operator must be willing to take upon themselves a new venture
or enterprise and accept full responsibility for the outcome (Makova & PerkovskaMircevska, 2009). This study measured this entrepreneurial response by exploring the
entrepreneurial goals and the nature of work characteristics of the agritourism operator.
Entrepreneurial goals are internal representations of desired outcomes (Austin &
Vancouver, 1996). They are objectives for motivating work. For the agritourism operator,
these goals may be economic (i.e., off-season revenue generation) or non-economic (i.e.,
enhancing the family quality of life). This study explored the entrepreneurial goals of the
agritourism operator using existing literature on business goals, agritourism motivations,
and perceived benefits of an agritourism strategy (Tew & Barbieri, 2012; Ryan & Deci,
2000; Mace, 2005; McGehee & Kim, 2004; Nickerson et al., 2001; Ollenburg & Buckley,
2007; Wilson & Sullins, 2006).
Work characteristics are defined here as the meaningfulness of work as realized in
motivation, satisfaction, and performance. The nature of work characteristics can be
examined through a lens of work design or the "content and organization of one's work
tasks, activities, relationships, and responsibilities" (Parker, 2014, p. 663). The idea
behind the research is that it is possible to design motivating work. For the agritourism
operator and educator, it may be necessary to understand these characteristics when faced
with increased training and resource needs due to the entrepreneurial risks associated
with enterprise diversification. This study explored agritourism operator work
characteristics using existing literature on work design (Hackman & Oldham, 1976;
Moussa et al., 2017; Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006; Hernaus & Vokic, 2014).
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A Generational Lens
Exploring the entrepreneurial goals and the nature of work characteristics of the
agritourism operator can be done using multiple socio-economic and socio-demographic
approaches. The researcher of this study chose to investigate through a generational lens.
The study of generational life events as a sociological phenomenon dates back nearly a
century. In his 1928 essay, The Problem of Generations, Karl Mannheim proposed that
the socio-historical environment of their youth influences individuals (Mannheim, 1928).
His suggestion that this influence comes from a significant historical event or events
gives rise to the modern generational cohort analysis (Rudolph et al., 2020). Lauded by
the popular literature, generational analysis has assumed a U.S.-centric focus as
generations are accepted as social constructions giving explanation to cultural and life
experiences. As business organizations in the U.S. face a more diverse set of employees
in recent decades, there has been a growing awareness among generational theorists and
developmental psychologists that these cultural and life experiences influence behavior,
work, and learning (Lyons & Kuron, 2013; Parry & Urwin, 2011).
A popular approach used to model these influences in the workplace is
Generational Cohort Theory (GCT). Developed by Inglehart (1977) and popularized
by Howe and Strauss (1992), GCT suggests that traumatic events and social changes
influence individuals born during a similar period in a way that these experiences
differentiate one generational cohort from another. More specifically, GCT proposes
that a generation of individuals that share the same political, economic, and social
events during the early stages of life will develop a similar set of beliefs, values, and
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behavior (Inglehart, 1977). GCT labels these generations based on the events that
researchers believe are most consequential, typically around twenty year timespans
(Howe et al., 1992). As individuals from each cohort mature through these
experiences, they develop values and preferences that differentiate them from other
defined cohorts (Lyons & Kuron, 2013). This awareness has led to increased studies
investigating age and generational influences on work characteristics (Hernaus &
Vokic, 2014; Yang et al., 2018; Bang et al., 2015). Table 1.1 lists cultural and life
experiences, including traumatic events and significant social changes by
generational age cohort commonly found in the literature.
Table 1.1
Traumatic Events and Social Change by Generational Age Cohort
Silent Generation: Pearl Harbor, World War II, the Korean War, and the Great Depression.
Baby Boomers: The Civil Rights Movement, Woodstock, the Women’s Liberation Movement,
the Sexual Revolution, the Yuppie economic periods of the 1980s, the Vietnam War, and the
Space Race.
Generation X: The Fall of the Berlin Wall, the Challenger Disaster, and the Rise of the Personal
Computer.
Millennials: The Oklahoma City Bombing, the Columbine High School mass murder, the Great
Recession, and the Attacks on the World Trade Center and Pentagon.
Generation Z: The Aftermath of 9/11, the Rapid Introduction of Technological Innovations, the
Great Recession, and the January 6 Attack on the Capital.
Source: Tolbize, 2008; Lyons & Kuron, 2013; Parry & Urwin, 2011

GCT was used in this study to investigate the entrepreneurial nature of age
cohorts of agritourism operators operating on working farms because it allows
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researchers to analyze changes in views over time. It provides a way to understand how
generational life events shape people's values and preferences, such as entrepreneurial
goals and work characteristics. Recent studies have provided insight into agriculture and
tourism-related workplace and lifestyle characteristics using generational cohort analysis.
These studies have found contrasts across generations in subjects, including attitudes and
preferences and literacy and learning methods (Donkor et al., 2020; Gorucu & Fetzer,
2021; Campbell & Bickle, 2017). More detailed information on these agricultural-related
studies can be found in Chapter 2.
The literature notes that an age cohort only becomes a generation when assigned a
cultural identity (Giancola, 2006). In other words, a generation is a social creation rather
than a biological necessity (Williams, 2020). Because of the perceived influences driving
GCT, many social scientists have been skeptical of using this theory as an analytic tool
(Williams, 2020). They argue that much of what is known today about generational
cohorts is based on popular literature rather than empirical investigation and note the
importance of individual engagement rather than generalization (Murray et al. (2011).
Expanding on this skepticism, Rudolph et al. debunk ten common myths about
generational science. They note that: 1) generational theory is not meant to be tested; 2)
generational explanations are not obvious; 3) generational labels and age ranges are not
agreed upon; 4) generations are not easy to study; 5) statistical models, namely crosssectional designs, cannot disentangle generational differences; 6) generations do not need
to be managed at work; 7) members of younger generations are not disrupting at work; 8)
generations do not explain the changing nature at work; 9) age and aging research are
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neither remedies for nor equivalent approaches to the study of generations; and 10)
talking about generations promotes the spread of generationalism which can be
considered “modern ageism” (Rudolph et al., 2021, p. 947).
These and other generational talking points challenge the use of generational
labels (Moss, 2010). As a result, recent works have argued that researchers and
practitioners should move past generations and use alternative theoretical models when
investigating age-related workplace characteristics (Salvi et al., 2022; Goecke & Kunze,
2020; Davies, 2019). These works take a dogmatic approach toward generations and
contend that generational differences may be explained, at least in part, by life stage or
career stage perspectives (Arnett, 2010; Carlson & Gjerde, 2009; Foster, Campbell, &
Twenge, 2003; Kohut, 1971; Parry & Urwin, 2011). These perspectives consider
contextual factors such as class, gender, and culture (Sabelis & Schilling, 2013). They
reflect that people pass through similar phases as they age, i.e., becoming more
conservative and less individualistic (Erikson, 1997). Still, other researchers have taken a
more pragmatic approach to generational theory, noting that accepting common
generational stereotypes without empirical support can adversely affect research and
practice (Becton et al., 2014). They note that more generational research is needed
(Lyons & Kuron, 2014; Becton et al., 2014; Parry & Urwin, 2011). Recognizing these
limitations, the findings from this study on agritourism operators may contribute to the
discussion on the efficacy of GCT.
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Problem Statement
Changes in economies of scale, industrialization, and an aging farm workforce are
noted impediments to farmers (Stone, 2021). Immediate and sustained fixes have been
unable to compete with technological advances, and farm consolidation as the number of
farm operations across the U.S. continues to decline (USDA, 2017; Hansen-Kuhn, 2019;
Abbot, 2019). In response, farmers of all ages have turned to agritourism as a form of
farm household and entrepreneurial diversification (Tew & Barbieri, 2012). Individuals
and organizations seeking to empower current and future farmers have responded with
training programs geared toward innovative farm diversification strategies. These
programs have not considered agritourism operators' age-specific entrepreneurial goals
and work characteristics. Failure to incorporate this new perspective may limit the ability
of these academics, researchers, extension educators, practitioners, and farm service
providers to deliver adequate support for existing and future farmers of all ages.
Purpose of the Study
In their discussion on the state of agritourism research in the U.S., Rich et al.
(2016) concludes that a lack of knowledge regarding agritourism is troubling. More
investigation is necessary to understand agritourism from the provider's perspective,
specifically, the complex nature of the agritourism operator. This study aims to better
understand this complex nature of the agritourism operator by investigating differences in
their entrepreneurial goals and work characteristics among age cohorts (Nickerson et al.,
2001; Hernaus & Vokic, 2014; Tew & Barbieri, 2012). In doing this, it may be possible
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to understand better how different formative experiences interact with lifecycle and aging
processes to assist in shaping training and resources for agritourism providers.
Both researchers and practitioners have considered that differences in workplace
values and preferences require organizations to recruit, manage, and train employees
differently. Failure to do so may lead to intergenerational workplace conflict (Becton et
al., 2014; Kupperschmidt, 2000). Investigating these generational differences among
agritourism operators could prove a unique theoretical platform to examine how
entrepreneurial goals and work characteristics are shaped and differ by age cohort for use
in the tourism and agriculture academies. In short, this study will contribute to
researchers, practitioners, farm service providers, and others in providing needed training
and resources to adequately equip current and future agritourism providers.
Research Questions (R.Q.)
By understanding this needed training and resources, this study explored
agritourism operators' entrepreneurial goals and work characteristics to determine
differences by age cohort, see Figure 1.1.
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Figure 1.1
Study Model

Entrepreneurial Goals

+

Age Cohort

Work Characteristics

The study assessed whether significant differences in entrepreneurial goals and
work characteristics existed among age cohorts of agritourism operators. In March and
April of 2021, an online survey was conducted of agritourism operators from a sampling
frame to test a series of hypotheses. The study was constructed using the Qualtrics
Survey System, a web-based survey tool to conduct survey research, evaluations, and
other data collection activities. A series of statistical procedures were conducted using
IBM SPSS 27, a software used to solve business and research problems utilizing ad-hoc
analysis, hypothesis testing, and predictive analytics. These tests included exploratory
factor analysis, Multivariate Analysis of Variance, Analysis of Variance, and Post Hoc
Analysis using Fisher's least significant difference (LSD).
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Applying GCT, the researcher answered the following research question to
determine if agritourism operators' entrepreneurial goals and if agritourism operators'
work characteristics differ by age cohort.
R.Q. 1: Do agritourism operators’ entrepreneurial goals and work characteristics differ
by age cohort?
H0: There are no significant differences in entrepreneurial goals and work characteristics
of agritourism operators among generational cohorts.
H1: There are significant differences in entrepreneurial goals and work characteristics of
agritourism operators among generational cohorts.
A deeper understanding of these differences among age cohorts is imperative for
agriculture service providers, scholars, and others responsible for creating policies and
supportive education tools. Because of this, the researcher then analyzed agritourism
operators' entrepreneurial goals and work characteristics by addressing the following
research questions.
R.Q. 2: If there are significant differences in agritourism operators’ entrepreneurial goals
among the age cohorts, what are those differences?
H0: There are no significant differences in the age cohorts based on the entrepreneurial
goals of agritourism operators.
H1: There are significant differences in the age cohorts based on the entrepreneurial goals
of agritourism operators.
R.Q. 3: If there are significant differences in the agritourism operators’ work
characteristics among the age cohorts, what are those differences?
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H0: There are no significant differences in the age cohorts based on the work
characteristics of agritourism operators.
H1: There are significant differences in the age cohorts based on the work characteristics
of agritourism operators.
Delimitations of the Study
This intergenerational cohort study provided a way for the researcher to
understand better how the aging process shapes agritourism operators' entrepreneurial
goals and work characteristics, providing a basis for future studies. The study is delimited
by the limited sampling frame, agritourism operators on working farms in the U.S.
Because the current agriculture workforce consists dominantly of Silent Generation,
Baby Boomers, Generation X, and Millennials, while Generation Z (born after 1996) still
does not prominently factor into the agriculture working sphere, this study analysis is
delimited to four generational cohorts: Silent Generation, Baby Boomers, Generation X,
and Millennials.
Definition of Terms
The following are constitutive definitions for essential terms used throughout the
research.
1. Age Cohort: A group of people born around the same period from a particular
population that typically shares certain events and experiences over their life
course.
2. Agritourism: Any activity in which a visitor to a working farm or other
agricultural setting interacts with the farm landscape or participates in an
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agricultural process for tourism or leisure purposes. (Flanigan et al., 2014;
Gil-Arroyo et al., 2013; Tew & Barbieri, 2012).
3. Agritourism Farm: A working farm offering agritourism services.
4. Agritourism Operator: A person engaged in the business of providing one or
more agritourism activities, whether for compensation or not for
compensation (National Agricultural Law Center, 2021).
5. Baby Boomers (birth years 1946-1964): Named for the massive increase in
births following WWII, the first boomers reached retirement age in 2011
6. Entrepreneurial Goals: The internal representations of desired outcomes,
motivations, and perceived benefits that govern the individual and
entrepreneurial behavior of farm operators (Tew & Barbieri, 2012). The
arrangement of economic and non-economic goals drives the development of
overall farm enterprise diversification, specifically agritourism (Barbieri,
2010; Barbieri & Mahoney, 2009).
7. Farm operator: A person who runs the farm, making the day-to-day
management decisions. The operator could be an owner, hired manager, cash
tenant, share tenant, or partner. If the land is rented or worked on shares, the
tenant or renter is the operator (USDA ERS, 2022).
8. Generational Cohort Theory: People from the same generational cohort
develop specific shared "generational characteristics," which affect their
outlook on life and work (Kupperschmidt, 2000; Glass, 2007; Dries et al.,
2008).
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9. Generation X (birth years 1965-1980): A much smaller generation than its
predecessor (see the introduction of the birth control pill in the early 1960s),
this generation can currently be found taking the reins of the business and
political leadership.
10. Generation Z (birth years 1997-2010): Having grown up in an "always-on"
technological environment, many events that will shape this generation are yet
to be known.
11. Millennials (birth years 1981-1996): Recently surpassing boomers as the
nation’s largest living generation, this generation continues to grow as young
immigrants expand its ranks (Fry, 2020).
12. Silent Generation (birth years 1928-1945): Their “Silent” label refers to their
image as conformist and civic-minded.
13. Work Characteristics: Workers’ and entrepreneurs' meaningfulness of work as
defined by motivation, satisfaction, and performance.
14. Work Design: The content and organization of one's work tasks, activities,
relationships, and responsibilities (Parker, 2014).
Study Assumptions
There are five assumptions for this study: 1) participants will accurately complete
the survey instrument and correctly record their date of birth (used to determine
generational cohort) on the response forms; 2) the survey is a valid, reliable instrument of
the selected population; 3) individuals will have enough experience with agritourism to
identify their entrepreneurial goals and work characteristics; 4) the population from
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which the researcher draws the sample is normally or approximately distributed; 5) the
analysis of variance is assumed to be the most effective method for analyzing the
generational differences of agritourism operators.
Summary and Transition
Chapter 1 provided details about the background of the study; overview of the
literature; problem statement; the purpose of the study; research questions; assumptions;
delimitations of the study; and definition of terms. Also included was an introduction to
the entrepreneurial nature of the agritourism operator and related characteristics used to
quantify the study. Further exploring agritourism, the entrepreneurial goals of the
agritourism operator, and the agritourism operator's work characteristics, Chapter 2 adds
relevance to the need for this study. Also found in Chapter 2 will be a discussion of
literature that explores generational cohorts and the influence of generational life events
on the characteristics and goals of workers and entrepreneurs.
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter explores the scholarly literature that is the foundation for studying
the agritourism operator's entrepreneurial goals and work characteristics across age
cohorts. In doing this, it will discuss the agritourism operator, agritourism terminology,
goals and motivations of farm operators engaged in agritourism, and work characteristics
of farm operators engaged in agritourism. In addition, the theoretical foundations used
to drive this research, including influences of generational life events on the
development of workplace and lifestyle values and preferences, will be discussed.
Agritourism and the Agritourism Operator
The agritourism operator, their motivations, and challenges have been the subject
of increased investigation as participation in agritourism has increased (Barbieri &
Mshenga, 2008; Carpio et al., 2008; Barbieri, 2010; Che et al., 2005). Specific to this
supply-side investigation has been discussions of both economic and non-economic
conditions. The National Agricultural Law Center describes an agritourism operator as a
person engaged in providing one or more agritourism activities, whether for
compensation or not for compensation (2021). This definition, while succinct, is left open
to interpretation based on one's understanding of the term agritourism.
There is no standard definition of agritourism in the U.S. Investigating
terminologies surrounding agritourism reveals an abundance of calls for more inquiry.
Scholars have addressed this image or brand recognition quandary in recent years. A
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study by Dubois et al. (2017) sought to contribute to a better understanding of
agritourism by studying the image held by four groups of actors: 1) farmers who provide
'agritourist' experiences; 2) promotional organizations; and tourists whom both 3) have
and 4) have not engaged in agritourism. The authors found a lack of unity between
sectoral images concerning the concept of agritourism and its development. They
conclude that agritourism is a messy concept between realities and stakeholder
expectations, but opportunities exist for targeting niche interests (2017). Likewise,
Barbieri et al. (2016) evaluated the memorability, distinctiveness, relevance, flexibility,
and preferences of eight familiar names associated with farm recreation. Results revealed
a need to standardize a brand name for recreation on farms because of reduced
memorability.
Other scholars have looked outside the term agritourism to alternative titles.
Realizing the need for a conceptual framework that addresses those who engage in both
the supply and demand sides of agriculture for leisure and recreation, Amsden and
McEntee (2011) introduced the concept of agrileisure. Their framework uses a theoretical
and practical umbrella to highlight and organize the roles of recreation, tourism, and
leisure in an agricultural context (Amsden & McEntee, 2011; Figure 2.1). With roots in
leisure studies, sociology, social psychology, and geography, agrileisure is promoted by
its developers as "the glue that binds the issues of agricultural business, development, and
sustainability" (Amsden & McEntee, 2012, p. 65). Because this framework is grounded
in the “what and where” of farm-based leisure and recreation, it can be viewed through
the theoretical constructs of community, tourism, and rural sociology, such as place
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attachment or sense of place, to explain regularities in an individuals’ actions (Anton &
Lawrence, 2014; Stedman, 1999; Stylidis, 2018).
Figure 2.1
Theoretical Construct of Agrileisure

There is a general failure of each term to encapsulate

Source: Amsden & McEntee, (2012)

It is also possible to use a theoretical and practical umbrella to describe
agritourism grounded in the “who and the why” of farm-based leisure and recreation.
Research around this phenomenon is viewed through the theoretical constructs of
motivation, including self-determination and rationality theory. With increased calls for
investigation into the supply-side motivations of the farm enterprise diversification, the
need to understand the relationships between farm-based tourism, recreation,
entertainment, and leisure continues to grow. Based on this review, the author developed
the following theoretical model of agriXperience, see Figure 2.2.
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Figure 2.2
Theoretical Model of AgriXperience
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Virtual
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Source: Culler, (2022)

The concept of agritainment is defined as the accessory use of land, buildings, or
structures to draw individuals to attractions. Examples include but are not limited to "upick" fruit or vegetable operations; seasonal food preparation and services; on-farm
wineries; on-farm markets, and livestock demonstrations; all a temporary or seasonal
nature and may include such things as a corn maze, sleigh rides, and other entertainment.
The concept of agrirecreation is defined as any activity related to the normal course of
agriculture. It includes, but is not limited to, planting, cultivation, irrigation, or harvesting
of crops; acceptable practices of animal husbandry, rodeo and livestock activities,
maintenance of farm or ranch equipment, hunting, shooting, swimming, diving, tubing,
and riding or operating a motorized recreational vehicle that occurs on or in proximity to
the property of an agricultural operation or an adjacent roadway. This concept of
agriXperience serves as a pillar of agriculture in this vital industry alongside the
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functions of business and education. Of note, this theoretical model, finding its influence
in both the agriculture and tourism academies, should be used by academics and
practitioners to highlight the contributions of agritourism as a burgeoning industry.
Much of the deliberation around agritourism terminology is concerned with the
nature of this tourism activity (Barbieri, 2010). Realizing a lack of consistency and
shared understanding of agritourism in the literature, Phillip et al. introduced a typology
that addresses this nature (2010). Their work identifying and classifying current
definitions of agritourism offered a framework for more informed debate and discussion.
In 2014, Flanigan et al. proposed a revised typology defining agritourism that further
addresses situations and characteristics, see Figure 2.3. This current study borrowed from
the Flanigan et al. typology to further define agritourism as any activity in which a visitor
to a working farm or other agricultural setting interacts with the farm landscape or
participates in an agricultural process for tourism or leisure purposes (Flanigan et al.,
2014; Che et al., 2005).
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Figure 2.3
A Typology for Defining Agritourism

Source: Flanigan et al., (2014)

Entrepreneurial Goals
Goals are ideas of a future or desired outcome (Maddux, 2002). They can be
learning goals, in which individuals seek to increase their competence, or performance
goals, in which individuals seek to gain favorable judgments of their competence or avoid
negative judgments (Elliot & Dweck, 1988). There must be motivation to reach a goal
(Locke, 2000). Without motivation, ability and skill cannot be used optimally (Simon,
1967). Theoretically, there are two types of motivation: extrinsic motivation or
completing a task or exhibiting a behavior because of external causes (i.e., receiving a
reward, off-season revenue generation); and intrinsic motivation or performing a task
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because it is personally rewarding (i.e., enhance the family quality of life or educate the
public about agriculture) (Vallerand, 1997). Extrinsic motivation comes from the outside.
Intrinsic motivation comes from within. While intrinsic motivation is a more effective
long-term method for achieving goals, these types of motivation often work together
(Reiss, 2012).
In their work on motivation, Ryan and Deci challenged the belief that the best
way to get workers to perform tasks is to offer rewards (2000). Their development of
self-determination theory introduced the three basic needs of autonomy, competence, and
relatedness (Van den Broeck et al., 2010; Ryan et al., 2000). They argue that these basic
needs foster high-quality forms of motivation and engagement for activities, including
enhanced performance and creativity. Further, the degree to which these three
psychological needs are unsupported within a social context will negatively impact
wellness in that setting (Ryan & Deci, 2000).
The theoretical constructs of autonomy, competency, and relatedness can
influence the empirical motivations of the farm operator. Feeling free to do as they
please, competent, and cared for, the farm operator is free to experience intrinsic
motivation to diversify their farm operation and sustain their entrepreneurial venture.
Alternatively, the farm operator, feeling frustrated and constrained by government
regulations, lack of training and resources, or some other external control, will likely fail
at or not attempt farm diversification. Likewise, external factors related to income arise
from need and directly influence motivations. Holistic psychological theories, in addition
to human needs constructs, are incredibly interconnected and complex. As new fields of
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research related to farm diversification appear in academia, the need to understand this
connectivity grows.
Entrepreneurial Goals of the Agritourism Operator
Despite an overall decline in farmers and farm operations in the U.S. in recent
decades stemming from various agricultural patterns, including an aging workforce and
economic volatility, interest in agriculture has grown among new and beginning farmers
(USDA, 2017). According to the most recent agriculture census, the numbers of
beginning farmers grew 5% since 2012 and now represent 27% of the overall farm
population (2017). The days of intergenerational farm transfer, where farmers learned
their trade directly from their parents or grandparents, have begun to give way to the
plight of the retired agricultural enthusiast or young farm entrepreneur. Farm activists and
practitioners have, in turn, pointed toward the needs of these aspiring farm operators,
calling for an increased understanding of entrepreneurial approaches to diversified farm
enterprise development (Kaufman, 2018; Kovalcik, 2019; Stone, 2021).
A limited number of scholars have investigated farm diversification's supply-side
goals and motivations, specifically agritourism (Tew & Barbieri, 2012; Carpio et al.,
2008). A 2001 study by Nickerson et al. tested 11 reasons for farm/ranch diversification,
positing that Montana farm operators were primarily involved with recreation as a
supplemental farm income and that social reasons, though necessary, were secondary to
economic reasons. Their findings supported their thesis, with income and resource
utilization as the primary motivators (Nickerson et al., 2001). Three categorical reasons
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for farmers/ranchers to participate in agritourism emerged from this work: social,
economic, and externally influenced.
McGehee and Kim (2004) sought to investigate the primary motivations for
operating an agritourism farm while exploring possible theoretical frameworks. Their
study investigated whether different motivations among Virginia farm families existed
based on various characteristics of farm families, such as the size of operation,
dependence on farming operation, household income, and agritourism activity (McGehee
& Kim, 2004). Their results supported Nickerson et al. (2001) and the use of Weber's
formal and substantive rationality theory to study agritourism operators' motivations.
Primary motivators identified by McGehee, and Kim (2004) were the desire for
additional income, to fully utilize resources, and to educate consumers.
Tew and Barbieri explored the entrepreneurial nature of the agritourism operator
in accomplishing sixteen entrepreneurial goals (2012). These goals were selected to
represent four dimensions of goals found in previous studies (McGehee & Kim, 2004;
Nickerson et al., 2001; Ollenburg & Buckley, 2007). The four dimensions were: 1) Farm
Profitability or stabilizing or increasing farm revenues and reducing farm debt; 2) Market
Opportunities or external factors such as social bonding and customer interaction; 3)
Family Connections such as relating to farm household and quality of life; and 4)
Personal Pursuits or individual interest (Tew & Barbieri, 2012, p. 217). Table 2.1
presents these 16 goals grouped by dimension.
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Table 2.1
Entrepreneurial Goals by Dimension
Farm Profitability
Decrease revenue ﬂuctuations
Enhance ability to meet ﬁnancial obligations
Better utilize farm resources
Off-season revenue generation
Reduce the impact of catastrophic events
Market Opportunities
Capture new customers
Educate the public about agriculture
Better serve current customers
Increase direct sale of value-added products
Increase direct sale of other products
Family Connections
Enhance the family quality of life
Keep the farm in the family
Provide jobs for family members
Personal Pursuits
Keep you active
Keeps me farming
Make money from a hobby/interest
Source: Tew and Barbeiri (2012)

Tew and Barbieri’s study of Missouri farm operators compared entrepreneurial
goal dimensions with several farm household and business characteristics (i.e., age,
educational background, household income, and marketing methods used) (Tew &
Barbieri, 2012). The authors found that the age of the primary farm operator was
positively associated with the importance of agritourism in accomplishing goals related to
personal pursuits (Tew & Barbieri, 2012, p. 221). Overall, their findings suggest that
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agritourism is most important for market-related goals, further supporting the
entrepreneurial nature of the agritourism operator. The Tew and Barbieri study, among
others, concluded that further investigation into the entrepreneurial nature of agritourism
is called for (Mace, 2005; McGehee & Kim, 2004; Nickerson et al., 2001; Ollenburg &
Buckley, 2007; Wilson & Sullins, 2006).
Positing that much of the research on motivations of the agritourism operator is
focused on economic benefits, Quella et al. attempted to better understand the nuances of
non-economic motivations underlying agritourism operator decisions (2021). Results
found that, although important, economic motivations were not often the driving factor in
an agritourism activity. Reoccurring themes included motivations related to community
engagement/leadership and quality of life (Quella et al., 2021). Agritourism enterprise’s
profitability was found a necessary but not sufficient condition for engaging in
agritourism.
Work Characteristics
Work characteristics are defined as the meaningfulness of work as realized in
motivation, satisfaction, and performance (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). The nature of
work characteristics can be examined through a lens of work design or the "content and
organization of one's work tasks, activities, relationships, and responsibilities" (Parker,
2014, p. 663). Researchers generally consider Hackman and Oldham's study of work
design a seminal work. Their research helped pave the way for future studies by
identifying five work characteristics that influence outcomes of motivation,
satisfaction, and performance (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). These five characteristics
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are skill variety, task variety, task significance, autonomy, and feedback. In recent
decades, multiple perspectives on work design have emerged from this seminal work,
giving way to a host of theories and measures (Bargsted et al., 2019; Theurer et 1l., 2018;
Wang et al., 2921). One dominant measure is the work design questionnaire (WDQ).
Morgeson and Humphrey (2006) used Hackman and Oldham's work to
develop the WDQ, a measure of 21 work characteristics grouped into four higherorder dimensions. These dimensions are as follows: 1) Task Characteristics, how the
work itself is accomplished and the range and nature of tasks associated with a
particular job; 2) Knowledge Characteristics, the kinds of knowledge, skill, and
ability demands that are placed on an individual as a function of what is done on the
job; 3) Social Characteristics, the degree to which a job provides opportunities for
interaction, advice, and assistance from others; and 4) Contextual Characteristics,
the kind of environment the job provides including movement, physical activity,
effort, and complexity (Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006, p. 1324).
In their research, Morgeson and Humphrey (2006) validated the WDQ as a
general measure of work characteristics. Table 2.2 presents these 21 work
characteristics grouped by dimension. The reader can find the complete Work Design
Questionnaire in Appendix A. This exploration of work characteristics by worker
type goes far in understanding the nature of work, including employees and
entrepreneurs, by acknowledging the link between work and the broader
environment, providing a roadmap for both researchers and practitioners (Morgeson
& Humphrey, 2006; Humphrey et al., 2007; Moussa et al., 2017).
Table 2.2
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Work Characteristics by Dimension
Task
Work Scheduling Autonomy
Decision-Making Autonomy
Work Methods Autonomy
Task Variety
Task Significance
Task Identity
Feedback from Job
Knowledge
Job Complexity
Information Processing
Problem Solving
Skill Variety
Specialization
Social
Social Support
Initiated Interdependence
Received Interdependence
Interaction Outside Organization
Feedback from Others
Contextual
Ergonomics
Physical Demands
Work Conditions
Equipment Use
Source: Morgeson & Humphrey (2006)

Recent studies have used these four work design dimensions to investigate
various aspects of work and work design, including job satisfaction and
organizational optimization. Research has also been prevalent in adapting these
WDQ measures internationally, including in Brazil, Germany, Iran, Columbia, and
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France, among other places (Borges-Andrade, 2019; Stegmann et al., 2010; Khandan
et al., 2018; Bayona et al., 2015; Bigot et al., 2014). The following literature
demonstrates the recent use of the WDQ in the literature.
A 2019 study by Bargsted, Ramírez-Vielma, and Yeves, sought to investigate
the role of the WDQ in the relationship between professional self-efficacy and job
satisfaction. The results highlight the importance of social and task characteristics to
improve job satisfaction. They also underscore the role of WDQ as a measurement
tool for understanding the relationships among a person's attitudes, abilities, and
cognitive skills. Likewise, a 2016 study by Khandan et al. found that the WDQ
would be a valid and reliable tool when measuring human, technological, and
environmental variables, as well as interactions between these variables.
Hernaus and Vokic used the WDQ to explore the nature of work
characteristics related to generational cohorts of knowledge workers in Croatia
(2014). Their research used work characteristics adopted from the WDQ and found
most relevant in studying work characteristics related to different generational
cohorts of knowledge workers. Their use of generational cohort theory and calls for
multigenerational lenses in theory and practice influenced the methods used for this
current study. Their findings showed that work characteristics are not equally
represented among different generational cohorts (Hernaus & Vokic, 2014, p. 615).
They note that few studies have empirically substantiated generational differences in
work values and characteristics and call for future research in this area (Hernaus &
Vokic, 2014, p. 632).
Age Research
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Research on age differences has strengthened our understanding of values specific
to the agriculture and tourism workplace (Tolbize, 2008; Schullery, 2013; Becton et al.,
2014; Kwabena Donkor et al., 2020; Strickland, 2017). Agricultural economists and
tourism scholars have investigated age-related farm and tourist operation productivity and
diversity and challenges of farm transition (Tauer, 2017; Lordkipanidze & Tauer, 2000;
Tacconi et al., 2022). Much of this investigation has explored an aging workforce and
changing attitudes and preferences across generations of farmers and tourism
professionals (Chambers, 2020; Carlisle et al., 2019). One study sought to learn the farm
or farmer characteristics that influence their use of organic fertilizer. Age was simplified
into three categories, 18–49, 50–64, and > 65. Like other studies before it (Battel, 2006),
age significantly affected overall interest in alternative organic fertilizers (Case et al.,
2017). Another study estimated farmer productivity by assuming that farmers of various
ages may display different efficiencies in utilizing technologies. Results show that farmer
productivity generally increases and decreases with age (Tauer, 1995).
Generational Cohort Theory
The literature shows that generational cohort theory (GCT) emphasizes the
significance of historical events and societal social changes that impact individuals'
attitudes, values, inclinations, and beliefs (Moss, 2010). Events that unfold during a
person's formative rather than future years are consequential. These events may include
traumatic episodes, such as sizeable shifts in the distribution of resources, wars, and
heroic legends such as Martin Luther King. Thus, people born during a particular time
and corresponding to the same cohort will regularly share cognitive styles and
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inclinations. The effects are assumed to persist over time. Therefore, the essential
alternative to generational cohort theory is the assumption that attitudes, values,
inclinations, and beliefs are the primary function of age and maturity. A discussion of
age-related research in the tourism and agriculture academies is presented here, followed
by the recent GCT literature most closely associated with this study, including tourism
and agriculture workplace attributes.
The Silent Generation (the birth year 1928-1945), Baby Boomers (the birth year
1946-1964), Generation X (the birth year 1965-1980), Millennials (the birth year 19811996), and Generation Z (the birth year 1997-2012) age cohorts, as identified by the Pew
Research Center, represent workers and entrepreneurs currently in the workplace (The
Why’s and How’s., 2019). Figure 2.4 shows the timespans and labels for these five
generational cohorts.
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Figure 2.4

Source: The Whys and How’s of Generations Research, 2019

Research on generational differences has provided insight into everything from
marriage rates to partisan affiliation and ideology to lifestyle and workplace values
(Constanza et al., 2012; Gibson et al., 2009; Haynes, 2011; Tolbize, 2008). Specific to
this study, an investigation of the literature shows that significant differences in
workplace values exist across the generations (Twenge et al., 2010; Becton et al., 2014;
Schullery, 2013). The following section introduces these generational differences in the
workplace values by age cohort.
1) The Silent Generation (birth years 1928-1945): Often referred to as Traditionalists,
Veterans, or the Greatest Generation, the Silent Generation is active, loyal, and
dedicated to their country and employer. Reluctant to change and uncomfortable with
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conflict, this generation is often unwilling to stray from the norm. The most affluent
elderly population in the U.S., due to their tendency to save and conserve (Jenkins,
2007), this oldest generation is averse to risk and strongly committed to teamwork
and collaboration (Tolbize, 2008). This generation is hard working but finds it
difficult to deal with change (Tolbize, 2008).
2) The Baby Boomer Generation (birth years 1946-1964): Baby Boomers were born at
the end of World War II until just after the arrival of the birth control pill, around
1964. This large generation has a desire to succeed. They are service-oriented and
competitive. Workaholics (they started this trend), Boomers embrace growth in the
workplace (Gibson et al., 2009; Tolbize, 2008). They are more self-reliant and work
centrality than younger generations (Meriac et al., 2010).
3) Generation X (birth years 1965-1980): With relatively low birth rates compared to the
Baby Boomers and Silent Generation before them, Generation X is often referred to
as the Middle Child or Latchkey generation. They are skeptical, independent,
distrustful, and more concerned with work-life balance than their predecessors
(Delcampo et al., 2017). Their self-reliance and conservative nature, embedded in
them from childhood, have led to an openness to self-direction and stimulation
(Becton et al., 2014; Egri & Ralston, 2004).
4) The Millennial Generation (birth years 1981-1996): The most racially diverse
generation in U.S. history, 44.2 percent of the Millennials are part of a minority or
ethnic group. Sometimes called Generation Y, millennials are multi-taskers and
techno-savvy. These characteristics have led to an entrepreneurial, independent nature
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like the generation before them. They value work-life balance but are curious and
questioning (Alch, 2008; Gibson et al., 2009). Millennials enjoy a higher level of
leisure than previous generations (Gayle, 2021). They are more interested in extrinsic
awards than previous generations (Schullery, 2013), so their work ethic is diminished
by dissatisfaction and wavering job loyalty (Tolbize 2008).
5) Generation Z (birth years 1997-2010): A cohort of global thinkers, Generation Z is
often referred to as digital natives because of their lifelong access to all things digital
(Singh & Dangmei, 2016). Defined by diversity, equity, and inclusion in the
workplace, Generation Z is known for its ability to collaborate with peers in new
ways. This post-millennial generation is the most achievement-oriented of the
generations (Schroth, 2019; Laudert, 2018).
Table 2.3 goes further in introducing cohort ethics, traits, and motivations and
summarizing the workplace values and preferences by generation found in the literature
(Becton et al., 2014; Constanza et al., 2012; Leiter et al., 2010; Lyons & Kuron, 2013;
Delcampo et al., 2017; Schullery, 2013; Tolbize, 2008; Haynes, 2011).
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Table 2.3
Workplace and Lifestyle Values and Preferences by Generation
Silent
Generation
Respect for
Authority;
Conformers;
Discipline
Hard work;
Respect for
authority;
Sacrifice;
Adhere to
rules
Loyalty

Baby
Boomers
Optimism;
Involvement

Generation X

Millennials

Generation Z

Skepticism;
Fun; Informity

Realistic;
Innovative;
Always on

Workaholics;
Work
efficiently;
Team player;
Question
authority
Competition

Work-life
balance; Selfreliance;
Structure and
direction;
Entrepreneurial
Self-reliance

Realism;
Confidence;
Extreme Fun;
Social
Multitasking;
Tenacity;
Entrepreneurial
; Tolerant;
Goal-oriented

Motivations

Connecting
actions to the
overall good
of the
organization

Permission to
work on their
schedule

Connecting
their actions to
their own
career goals

Security and
stability

Money

Put it away;
Pay Cash

Leaders who
get them
involved and
show them
how to make
a difference
Buy now,
pay later

Earn to spend

Fear of debt,
prospects

Interactive
Style
Feedback

Individual

Team player

Cautious;
Conservative;
Save, save,
save
Entrepreneur

Participative

In-person

No news is
good news;
Satisfaction in
a job well
done
A dream

Don’t
appreciate it;
Money; Title
recognition

How am I
doing?;
Freedom is the
best reward

At the push of
a button;
Meaningful
work

Vocal but
private

A birthright

A way to get
there

An incredible
expense

Desire a fully
immersive
experience

Core
Values
Work Ethic

Major Trait

Education

Immediacy

Entrepreneurial
opportunities;
Hobby-like
interest level;
Expect to
succeed
Individuality

Source: Hammill, 2005; Murphy, 2007; Francis & Hoefel, 2018; Schroth, 2019; Tolbize, 2008

It is argued that the generation concept can help ensure a "strong, inclusive,
and sustainable future for tourism" (Corbisiero et al., 2022, p. vii). Researchers have
used this concept to identify and explain agriculture literacy and tourism behavior and
characteristics (Gorucu & Fetzer, 2020; Corbisiero et al., 2022; Campbell & Bickle,
2017; Thach et al., 2020; Lewis, 2018; Benckendorff & Moscardo, 2013). A sample
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of these studies found in the literature, their findings, and conclusions is presented
here.
According to Benckendorff and Moscardo (2013), using generations can provide
an understanding of intentions, attitudes, and tourist behavior trends in ecotourism. They
state that a generational cohort strategy might be helpful for both analysis trends and
production. The researchers conclude that, from a production view, contemporary
tourism is going through a generational change. Boomers may retire from leadership
roles in the workforce, while Generation X is taking over the reins and Millennials are
entering the workforce.
In a study of sustainable food consumption, Kamenidou et al. (2020) sought to
determine if there are differences between five generational cohorts regarding the
frequency of purchasing organic food. The five generations studied were Generation Z,
Millennials, Generation X, Baby Boomers, and the Silent Generation. Their mixed
methods research explored generational differences in purchasing behavior, attitudes, and
the effect of the economic crisis in Greece. Findings revealed that, in all cases,
generational cohort differences do exist. The authors presented the need for government
policy reform and increased consumer education from these findings.
A second 2020 study investigating generational differences in attitudes toward
organic food and game meat explored the influences of the COVID-19 crisis in China
(Xie et al., 2020). A statistically significant generational effect was found in healthy and
risky food consumption. The research indicates that the COVID-19 crisis influences the
respondents' perceptions of and attitudes toward organic food and game meat
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consumption. The results reveal that older generations have a more positive attitude and
are more committed to organic food, while younger generations' attitude toward game
meat is more negative. The authors note that this could lead to a perceived future increase
in the consumption of organic food and a decrease in the consumption of game meat in
China.
Testing for generational differences, Kwabena Donkor et al. (2020) explored
the importance of agriculture between South African youth and older generations.
Their case study involved 183 households in the KaNgwana homeland of South
Africa. Results indicate a stark contrast across generations in their study area, with
the older generations giving prime importance to agriculture and the younger
generations dismissing the industry as "old-fashioned" (Kwabena Donkor et al.,
2020, p. 2).
Another 2020 study utilized the concepts of generational cohort theory in the
U.S. wine market to explore similarities and differences between age cohort and their
impact on future wine sales (Thach et al., 2020). The researchers piloted a quantitative
survey with a sample of 1136 wine consumers from 50 states. Four generational cohorts
were investigated (i.e., Baby Boomers, Generation X, Millennials, and Generation Z).
Data were analyzed using one-way ANOVA. A pairwise comparison was conducted to
identify which group varied if the test identified at least one mean difference across
cohorts. The findings showed significant differences between Generation Z and other
generational cohorts in preferences and use and pointed toward new strategies to reach
this market segment.
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Gao, Zhang, and Huang (2018) examined Chinese tourists’ interests in animal
experiences, their view of nature, and preferred natural landscape interpretation content
from a generational view. First, identifying four generational cohorts in China, the
researchers utilized 808 self-administered questionnaires and posited that general Chinese
traditional beliefs and values significantly impact Chinese tourists. They observed a
significant connection with nature and a preference for cultural understandings of natural
landscapes and found a substantial gap between generations. Their findings showed that
the older generation has a deeper connection with environmental issues and natural
protection. The younger generation has weak anthropocentrism and is less interested in
learning about nature through tourism.
Additional generational research has examined consumer branding efforts.
Campbell and Bickle (2017) used GCT to analyze Millennials' consumer response to
agriculture brands to understand better how consumer groups respond to agriculture
branding plans. Research questions asked: “How do Millennial consumers view the
concept of locally produced/grown?”; "Where do Millennial’s shop for locally produced
items?"; “What social media outlet is most important to Millennials?”; and “How should
agricultural brands market and advertise to Millennials in a meaningful and productive
way?” Results from their qualitative study revealed a conceptual hierarchy to be used to
explain how Millennial consumers can better connect with agricultural programs and
branding messages.
A 2018 study investigated levels of agriculture literacy among the general
population in the U.S. (Lewis, 2018). The study compared literacy of participants by
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generational cohort (Millennials, Generation X, Baby Boomers). Results indicate that
Baby Boomers had the highest overall literacy with only one exception, the
relationship between agriculture and technology. The authors point out that this is
cause for concern given the size and ages of the Baby Boomer generation and the
inevitable coming brain drain. They call on practitioners and policymakers to heed
this warning.
Likewise, a 2020 study by Gorucu and Fetzer investigated differences in
agricultural learning methods among three generational cohorts (i.e., Baby Boomers,
Generation X, and Millennials). Differences were found in some learning methods,
with printed materials and classroom presentations preferred by Baby Boomers and
electronic methods preferred by Generation X and Millennial participants.
Demonstrations and one-on-one training were rated most effective by all three
generations (Gorucu & Fetzer, 2020).
The Generational Cohort Theory provides an understanding of the unique feature
of cohorts. It is justified in numerous aspects such as consumer behavior, communication,
workplace values, and tourists’ preference. Each generational cohort is unique and has its
merits and demerits depending on the context. Therefore, people born during a specific
time and corresponding to the same cohort will regularly share beliefs and values. The
impact is assumed to persist over time. Thus, the alternative to generational cohort theory
is the assumption that values and beliefs are the primary function of maturity and
function of age rather than generation. The studies reveal the extent to which each
generation can be trusted. Importantly, GCT studies provide vital information to
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administrators, marketers, trainers, and educators regarding each cohort's preferences,
enabling them to implement appropriate strategies.
There is a more significant gap in age differences in the agriculture workforce
than at any point in human history. Each worker brings distinct beliefs, attitudes, values,
and behaviors. To best study these differences, the researcher chose to use generational
analysis. The study of generations, specifically GCT, allowed the researcher to categorize
agritourism operators by age and furthered the ability to investigate associated variables.
The research presented in Chapter 2 validates the use of GCT in exploring attitudes and
characteristics and toward understanding goals and motivations among agritourism
operators. In addition, it uncovers gaps in the perception of agriculture among
generational cohorts, including differences in agriculture literacy and environmental and
sustainability awareness.
Summary and Transition
In Chapter 2, the researcher provided the background related to the agritourism
operator, including entrepreneurial goals, work characteristics, and age-related studies.
The literature shows that investigation around the goals and motivations of the
agritourism operator has been plentiful in recent decades. At the same time, more
research investigating the links between work and the broader environment is called for.
The use of GCT in the literature has seen increased popularity as the aging workforce
causes researchers and practitioners to rethink workplace needs and attributes. GCT has
been used primarily in travel and tourism to understand the tourists and consumers.
However, Benckendorff and Moscardo (2013) recommend that further research is needed
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to understand the tourism workforce through the GCT better. Chapter 3 will present the
research methods employed in this study and describe the research design, study
population, research instrument, data collection, data preparation, and data analysis. It
concludes with a summary and transition.
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CHAPTER THREE
RESEARCH METHODS

This chapter presents the research methods used in this study, including research
design, study population, research instrument, data collection, data preparation, and data
analysis. It concludes with a summary and transition.
Research Design
This study examined three distinct constructs. The two dependent variables used
in this study were the entrepreneurial goals and the work characteristics of agritourism
operators. The independent variable used for this study was the age cohorts of
agritourism operators. This study employed a non-experimental, cross-sectional strategy
to examine the effect of four age cohorts (i.e., Millennial, Generation X, Baby Boomers,
and Silent Generation) on the relationship between entrepreneurial goals and work
characteristics found among agritourism operators. The Generation Z cohort was not
included because of the young age of its workers at the time of this study. The research
aimed to determine if there were significant differences in entrepreneurial goals and work
characteristics among the four age cohorts. The researcher chose a quantitative method to
explain, authenticate, or validate relationships (Leedy & Ormrod, 2005). This analysis
method attempts to quantify relationships between variables and help the researcher
familiarize themselves with the problem or concept studied (Creswell & Creswell, 2017).
While the study was quantitative, respondents had the opportunity to provide open-ended
comments regarding the study in general and the issue being examined. This study was
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grounded in a postmodern worldview, exemplifying the belief in acquiring new
knowledge. There was an emphasis on theoretically meaningful relationships and
determining whether each relationship was statistically significant.
A survey was appropriate for this research because, as a national study, it was
necessary to generate inferences from a sample to a population. The survey was
administered using an online questionnaire through the Qualtrics system and stored
securely on the researcher's computer. Researchers recognize online surveys as valuable
for collecting data (Dillman, 2006). Advantages to using an online survey include a
global reach, speed, timeliness, and low administration cost (Leedy & Ormrod, 2005).
Weaknesses of online surveys include privacy issues, low response rates, and the survey's
perception of junk mail (Leedy & Ormrod, 2005).
Study Population
The target population for this study was agritourism operators located in the U.S.
and born between 1928 and 1996. It included agritourism operators from four
generational cohorts (i.e., Millennials, Generation X, Baby Boomers, and Silent
Generation). Initial research found no national database of agritourism operations in the
U.S. It was noted that related agricultural studies relied on a combination of networks and
mixed-mode surveys to increase the sample size (Chase et al., 2021). The researcher
obtained email addresses for 14,062 agritourism operations from the Group Travel
Family (https://agritourismworld.com/), a national travel organization servicing travel
influencers (C. Presley, personal communication, August 27, 2019). With an interest in
agritourism, the Group Travel Family maintains a directory of agritourism operations
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across the U.S. and throughout the World. The travel company collected this contact
information through phone calls, emails, websites, and trade shows. After screening for
duplicate, international, and incorrect data, the researcher eliminated 75 email addresses.
The remaining 13,987 email addresses were stored securely in the researcher’s computer.
Sample
An online email survey of agritourism operators was conducted. The email
included a link to a website where a questionnaire was found. Population size is only
likely to be a factor when working with a relatively small and known group of people
(Adam, 2020). Given this, the researcher sent surveys to all 13,987 email addresses. The
following formula determined that the minimum sample size for this National study at a
95% confidence level with a margin of error of +/-5% was 384 participants.
Figure 3.1
Sample Size Formula
Z 2 * (p) * (1-p)
ss =
c2

where:
Z = Z value (1.96 for 95% confidence level)
p = percentage picking a choice, (.5 used for sample size needed)
c = confidence interval, expressed as decimal (e.g., .05 = ±5)
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An investigation of web survey response rates finds discussion around the failure
of this type of electronic communication to yield high results (Shih & Fan, 2007:
Trespalacios & Perkins, 2016). These findings show, on average, that web surveys yield
an 11% lower response rate than different modes (Manfreda et al., 2008). Reasons for
lower web survey response rates include a perception of survey quality and fear of spam
and legitimacy (Trespalacios & Perkins, 2016). Other research on response rates notes the
inconsistencies in understanding this phenomenon because of web surveys' differing
attributes, including varying designs and modes (Shih & Fan, 2007). Specific to
agriculture-related surveys, a 2002 case study explored response rates when surveying
farmers (Pennings et al., 2002). Findings suggest that researchers should take the
following three-pronged approach: 1) adhering to a brief time window, 2) keeping the
survey short, and 3) cash compensation. Upon developing the study questionnaire, the
researcher of this current study sought to employ each of these suggestions.
Research Instrument
A survey instrument, including questionnaire, was developed that addressed study
objectives via adaptation of instruments from previous studies in the areas of agritourism,
age-cohort analysis, entrepreneurial goals, and work characteristics (Morgeson &
Humphrey, 2006; Tew & Barbieri, 2012; Barbieri & Mahoney, 2009; Barbieri &
Mshenga, 2008; Nickerson et al., 2001; Hernaus & Vokic, 2014). This questionnaire can
be found in Appendix B. It collected information in the following areas: 1) agritourism
operator background variables, including age; 2) farm and agritourism operation
background variables, including activities offered; 3) COVID-19 impact; 4)
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entrepreneurial goals of the agritourism operator; and (5) work characteristics of the
agritourism operator.
Background Variables
A background variable is a specific factor in a respondent's background or
circumstance which may affect other variables but cannot be affected by them (Bates,
1990; Vogt & Johnson, 2015). To further understand relations and interpret results, this
study sought background information from agritourism operators and farm and
agritourism operations. This included agritourism operator demographic information,
farm and agritourism operation profile information, temporal and geospatial information,
agritourism activities offered, and COVID-19 pandemic impact. Trends and patterns were
then identified by the researcher and comparisons were made with the literature, see
Chapter 4.
The agritourism operator background variables and response categories used in
this study were influenced by the USDA's 2017 Census of Agriculture questionnaire. The
2017 Census of Agriculture questionnaire revised the demographic data collected in
previous censuses to capture better the contributions of all persons involved in farm
operations and agricultural production. The revised questions, which identified a
producer as someone involved in making decisions for the farm, led to more people
identifying as producers.
This study's questionnaire gathered age at a given time, March 1, 2021, allowing
the researcher to extrapolate the respondent's date of birth and, in turn, age cohort.
Because the age question was critical to the study, the researcher used a slider scale
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question. Slider scale questions let respondents rate an answer option on a numerical
scale by dragging a slider. Respondents do not have to enter text or numbers to answer a
question. Table 3.1 shows the agritourism operator background variables and response
categories used in this study.
Table 3.1
Agritourism Operator, Background Variables and Response Categories
Background Variable
Gender

Race

Marital Status
Respondent Location
Age as of March 1, 2021

What is the highest degree or level of
education you have completed?

Which of the following best describes your
current employment situation?

Response Category
Female
Male
Prefer not to say
White
Other (please specify)
Prefer not to say
Latino/Latinx
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Black or African American
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
Married
Single
Prefer not to say
enter Zip Code here
Sliding scale
Bachelor's Degree
Master's Degree
High School
Ph.D. or higher
Trade School
Prefer not to say
Some High School
Full-time farmer
Experienced farmer
Full-time agritourism operator
Part-time agritourism operator
Retired
Work Full time outside of farming
First-generation farmer
Part-time farmer
Work Part-time outside of farming
New & Beginning farmer
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The farm and agritourism operation background variables and response categories
used in this study were influenced by the agritourism literature and this studies pretests
(Chase et al., 2021; USDA, 2017). The farm and agritourism operation background
variables and response categories used can be found in Table 3.2, see below.
Table 3.2
Farm and Agritourism Operation, Background Variables and Response Categories
Background Variable

Which of the following describes the paid or
unpaid staff at your agritourism operation?

Which of the following best describes the
business structure of your agritourism
operation?

Distance from a city of at least 50,000
people.

Distance from a paved highway.
Is your operation a part of an agritourism
trail or route?
Are you a member of an industry or trade
association? (Select all that apply)

Response Category
Hired labor
Spouse
Children/Grandchildren
Friends
Extended family
Parents/Grandparents
Siblings
Business partner
LLC
Individual ownership
Family farm (e.g., non-incorporated)
Incorporated farm
Other (please specify)
Partnership
We are in a 50,000+ population city
Less than 10 miles
10 – 29 miles
30 – 49 miles
50 miles or more
We are located on a paved highway
Less than 1 mile
1– 9 miles
10 miles or more
No
Yes
State Agritourism Assoc.
National Agritourism Assoc.
Local or Regional Tourism Org.
Other
No

49

Like the farm and agritourism operation background variables and response
categories, the temporal and geospatial information background variables and response
categories used in this study were influenced by both the agritourism literature and by
this studies pretests (Chase et al., 2021; USDA, 2017). These background variables and
response categories can be found in the following Table.
Table 3.3
Temporal and Geospatial Information, Background Variables and Response Categories
Background Variable

Response Category

How long has this agritourism operation been open?

years

How long have you worked in agritourism? (e.g., owner, employee,
volunteer, or other)

years

How long have you worked in agritourism at your current location?

years

What is the total acreage of your farm, including acres that you own
or rent?

acres

How many acres does your agritourism operation encompass?

acres

The agritourism literature influenced the background variable and response
categories used in this study for the farm and agritourism activities offered. Respondents
could answer more than one response for this and other questions where needed. This
background variable and listing of response categories can be found in Table 3.4.
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Table 3.4
Agritourism Activities, Background Variables and Response Categories
Background Variable

Response Category
Petting zoos or farm animal displays
Classes seminars or workshops
Pumpkin Patch
On-farm food service
Corn mazes or other mazes
Other (please specify)
Hiking Trails
Shows/Concerts
Winery tastings/tours
Horseback riding
Biking trails
Paid or customized hunting tours
Fishing for a fee
Accommodations stays
Cultural or historical exhibits
Festivals, events
Field rides
Holiday-related activities
Observation of agricultural processes
Rodeos, cowboy camps or activities
U-pick or U-harvest
Wildlife observation

Which of the following activities do you offer
on your farm? (Select all that apply).

Because of the economic and social impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic
throughout this study period, additional questions sought to explore its effect on these
agritourism operations. The questions were influenced by the recent literature
(Wojcieszak-Zbierska et al., 2020; Chin & Pehin Dato Musa, 2021; Phillipson et al.,
2020; Prideaux et al., 2020). The COVID-19 pandemic impact background variables and
response categories can be seen in Table 3.5.
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Table 3.5
COVID-19 Pandemic Impact, Background Variables, and Response Categories
Background Variable

Response Category
We have seen an increase in visits.
We have had to cancel seasonal events.
We are experiencing significant increases in consumer
demand for certain items (or donations if you are a
non-profit).
We have adjusted our hours of operation.
We have seen a decrease in visits.

How is your agritourism operation
being impacted by the COVID-19
virus? (Select all that apply).

We are starting to restrict spending because of
uncertainty.
Other (please specify).
We are experiencing significant decreases in
consumer demand for certain items (or donations if
you are a non-profit).
We have completely closed our physical place of
business.
No Impact
We have seen a change in our target market (e.g., loss
of school tours, creation of virtual programming)

Dependent Variables
A research study's dependent or response variable is the variable tested and
observed. The dependent variable happens because of the independent variable (i.e.,
changes in age cohorts of agritourism operators). For this study, dependent variables are
the entrepreneurial goals of agritourism operators and the work characteristics of
agritourism operators.
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Entrepreneurial Goals
The researcher adopted a scale measuring entrepreneurial goal dimensions from
Tew and Barbieri's work on the perceived benefits of agritourism to the farm operator
(2012). Their research examined farm diversification strategy and its shared, goal-driven
entrepreneurial attributes (Tew & Barbieri, 2012; Ilbery, 1991). Describing goals as
internal representations of desired outcomes, events, or processes that govern
entrepreneurial behavior, their work focused on goals-associated agritourism
development (Tew & Barbieri, 2012).
An underpinning of Tew and Barbieri's study was the understanding that "a
complex arrangement of economic and non-economic goals drives the development of
overall farm enterprise diversification and, specifically, agritourism" (2012, p. 217). Tew
and Barbieri presented these economic and non-economic goals in a 16-item scale broken
into four dimensions of entrepreneurial goals of the agritourism operator. From Tew and
Barbieri's work, a seventeen-item agritourism operator entrepreneurial goals scale was
developed for this current study by adding the item "participate in my local tourism
industry". This item was added to further investigation in the tourism academy. Table 3.6
contains this 17-item entrepreneurial goal questionnaire scale modified from Tew and
Barbieri's (2012) work and used in this study. The second column includes the related
entrepreneurial goal dimension identified in the Tew and Barbieri work and used to test
this study's hypotheses further.
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Table 3.6
Agritourism Operator Entrepreneurial Goals Scale
Questionnaire Item (measured on a five-point Likert-type scale)

Dimension

Decrease revenue ﬂuctuations

Farm profitability

Enhance ability to meet ﬁnancial obligations

Farm profitability

Better utilize farm resources

Farm profitability

Off-season revenue generation

Farm profitability

Reduce the impact of catastrophic events

Farm profitability

Capture new customers

Market opportunities

Educate the public about agriculture

Market opportunities

Better serve current customers

Market opportunities

Increase direct sale of value-added products

Market opportunities

Increase direct sale of other products

Market opportunities

Participate in my local tourism industry

Market opportunities

Enhance the family’s quality of life

Family connections

Keep the farm in the family

Family connections

Provide jobs for family members

Family connections

Keep you active

Personal pursuits

Keeps me farming

Personal pursuits

Make money from a hobby/interest

Personal pursuits

The researcher included this entrepreneurial goal questionnaire scale in the
primary survey and used a five-point Likert-type scale to evaluate the items. Respondents
indicated the extent of importance with statements about each job characteristic
descriptor from the following choices: 1 "not important"; 2 “somewhat important”; 3
“important”; 4 “very important”; 5 "extremely important").
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Work Characteristics
Although the literature finds multiple studies investigating the meaningfulness of
work, the researcher found no literature specific to the work characteristics of the
agritourism operator. As a result, this study explored the work characteristics of the
agritourism operator using existing literature on general work design, including workers
and entrepreneurs (Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Humphrey et al., 2007; Moussa et al.,
2017; Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006; Hernaus & Vokic, 2014). Morgeson and
Humphrey's (2006) Work Design Questionnaire (WDQ) is a seminal work in this space.
This 77-item measurement tool includes 21 work characteristics grouped into four
higher-order dimensions. Using the four dimensions of work characteristics found in the
WDQ (i.e., Task Dimension, Knowledge Dimension, Social Dimension, and Contextual
Dimension) and related questions, the researcher developed a 20-item work characteristic
scale.
Table 3.7 contains the 20-item work design questionnaire scale modified from the
WDQ and used in this study. The scale includes five items from each dimension
identified by Morgeson and Humphrey (2006) and found most relevant in studying job
characteristics related to different generational cohorts of agritourism operators. The
dimension identified in the WDQ and used to test this study's hypotheses further is
included in the second column.
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Table 3.7
Agritourism Operator Work Characteristic Scale
Questionnaire Item (measured on a 5-point Likert-type scale)

Dimension

1. My job involves performing complex tasks

Knowledge

2. My job requires me to utilize a variety of different skills

Knowledge

3. My job requires a depth of farm knowledge

Knowledge

4. My job requires unique solutions to problems

Knowledge

5. My job requires me to monitor a great deal of information

Knowledge

6. My job allows me the opportunity to interact with others

Social

7. My job affords me the respect of the people I work with

Social

8. My job allows me the opportunity to develop close friendships

Social

9. My job gives me the chance to get to know other people

Social

10. My job involves interaction with people off the farm

Social

11. My job workplaces are free from excessive noise

Contextual

12. My job occurs in a clean environment

Contextual

13. My job involves the use of a variety of different farm equipment

Contextual

14. My job requires physical effort

Contextual

15. My job requires a great deal of muscular endurance

Contextual

16. My job significantly affects the lives of other people

Task

17. My job gives me the opportunity for freedom in how I do my work

Task

18. My job involves doing several different things

Task

19. My job allows me to complete work I start

Task

20. My job allows me to decide on the order in which things are done

Task

The researcher included this work design questionnaire scale in the primary
survey and used a 5-point Likert-type scale to evaluate the items. Respondents indicated
the extent of agreement or disagreement with statements about each work characteristic
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descriptor from the following choices: 1 “strongly disagree; 2 “disagree”; 3 “neither
agree nor disagree”; 4 “agree”; 5 “strongly agree”.
Independent Variable
The independent variable is the variable the researcher manipulates. The other
variables do not change it. The independent variable for this study is the age cohorts of
agritourism operators. For the first time in history, there are five age cohorts in the
workplace (Knight, 2014). These cohorts are Generation Z (birth years 1997-2012);
Millennials (birth years 1981-1996); Generation X (birth years 1965-1980); Baby
Boomers (birth years 1946-1964); and the Silent Generation (1928-1945). Because of the
young age of Generation Z, this study did not include this cohort. Because of the
advanced and growing age of the American farmer, the average age of 57.5 as of the
2017 census of Agriculture, this study did include the Silent Generation cohort. The
researcher collected the age of each agritourism operator in the survey and assigned
cohort membership based on the Pew Research Center generational cohort definition
(Dimock, 2019).
Data Collection
Data collection was initiated by providing participants access to an online survey
administered by Qualtrics, a software platform for creating and distributing web-based
surveys. Participant contact information came from utilizing the travel industry database
provided. The researcher carefully screened the database before uploading it into
Qualtrics. The researcher deleted duplicate, incorrect email addresses, missing
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information, and international addresses. The researcher also eliminated the addresses of
individuals that did not appear to be farm operators.
Participant contact came in an email with a link to the survey. Once participants
clicked on the link and gave their informed consent, the survey took them to the survey
questionnaire. See Appendix C for a copy of the informed consent letter. The survey link
was open for four weeks. Research has found that multiple-contact strategies may
increase response rates (Dillman, 2006). Taking this into account, respondents received
four email contacts: 1) a pre-notification email cover letter with the web survey link, 2) a
thank you/reminder email after one week, 3) a second email cover letter with a survey
link after two weeks to non-respondents, and 4) a third email cover letter after four weeks
to non-respondents. See Appendix D for a copy of the Email cover letters used for each
email distribution.
The survey questionnaire included a comments section to elaborate responses and
allow respondents to identify new issues not captured in the closed questions. The reader
can find these comments in Appendix E. The survey also included an incentive to
strengthen survey results. By sharing personal information, including name, and mailing
address, at the end of the survey questionnaire, participants were entered to win one of
three gift cards worth $100 each and chosen randomly. After the final survey question,
the researcher provided a link to a Google Sheets page to collect personal information.
The page automatically numbered personal information with each entry on a Google
Sheets page. A total of 446 respondents entered to win a gift card. Using a random
number generator, the researcher selected three numbers and mailed three gift cards.
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The researcher took careful data preparation steps in accessing, cleaning,
formatting, combining, and analyzing the data used for this study. Researchers frequently
encounter missing values and outliers during the collection phase (Kwak & Kim, 2017).
These missing values and outliers can cause a significant bias in the results and degrade
the efficiency of the data (Li, 2016; Kwak & Kim, 2017). The following planning steps
were taken: 1) identification of all relevant data sources; 2) inputting the data into a
dataset using Qualtrics management software; 3) examining the raw data to eliminate any
potential errors and inconsistencies. This examination included identifying incomplete
and inaccurate data, replacing, or modifying data, and imputing missing items.
Reliability and Validity
The reliability and validity of quantitative research are essential factors to
consider for the quality of the data collection and measurement quality (Li, 2016). As
Creswell notes, "being objective is an essential aspect of the competent inquiry, and for
this reason, researchers must examine methods and conclusions for bias" (2012, p.8).
Researchers describe reliability as the degree to which an instrument yields consistent
results (Li, 2016). Validity is an evaluative judgment of the extent to which a device
measures what it purports to measure (Kimberlin & Winterstein, 2008). The researcher
used Cronbach's alpha to measure internal consistency and further reliability. This
method is a widely used function of the average intercorrelations of items and the number
of items in the scale (Kimberlin & Winterstein, 2008).
To further address validity, the researcher sought to ensure the survey
instruments' measurement accuracy by employing multiple iterations of the pretest. These
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pretests included agritourism operator and expert interviews (logical validity) and pilot
tests (face validity). Informal, expert interviews were conducted by phone and in person.
The researcher used the Qualtrics Survey System to conduct the pilot tests. Fifteen
agritourism farms in South Carolina were contacted by phone, followed by an email with
the survey link. A second follow-up phone call then asked the six questions found in
Table 3.8. These questions were used to determine the adequacy of the survey instrument
and address design flaws.
Table 3.8
Pretest Follow-up Questions
Did the survey take longer than you expected? Shorter?
Did you take the survey on a PC or smartphone?
Are the instructions unambiguous?
Do the different sections flow reasonably from one to the next?
Are the questions direct and concise? Which questions could be improved upon?
Are there any questions that make you feel uncomfortable, annoyed, or confused? Which ones?

Results from the expert interviews proved valuable in gaining individual
perspectives in the design and implementation of the survey. Results from this pretest
showed that, overwhelmingly, the survey did not take longer than expected. Most pretest
respondents took the survey using a smartphone in less than 10 minutes. Instructions
were clear and concise. Few questions required limited editing. Overall, feedback about
the survey instructions and questions was informative, with limited edits needed. Table
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3.9 shows a timeline of the contact strategies used in the design and implementation of
the study survey.
Table 3.9
Timeline: Survey Design and Implementation
Date

Survey Timeline

01/31/21

The expert panel assessed the study items.

02/24/21

Pretest for face validity using agritourism operators located in South Carolina.

03/16/21

Finalized draft of the questionnaire completed.

03/22/21

Emailed cover letter with the web survey link using email database.

03/29/21

Emailed thank-you/reminders to respondents and non-respondents.

04/05/21

Emailed a second cover letter with a survey link to unfinished respondents and nonrespondents.

04/13/21

Emailed a third cover letter with a survey link to unfinished respondents and nonrespondents.

05/03/21

Emailed nonresponse check to non-respondents.

Data Analysis
Collected data was compiled, formatted, and cleaned in SPSS. It was then
analyzed in SPSS using descriptive statistics, data reduction methods, and hypothesis
testing. Descriptive statistics were used to describe and assess the dataset's
characteristics. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was then used to validate the study
variables. Inferential statistics were used to address the research questions and related
hypotheses. Multivariate analysis of variance tests (MANOVA) and analysis of variance
tests (ANOVA) were chosen as the most effective way to analyze the research questions
and accomplish study goals. Post Hoc Tests (Fishers Least Significant Difference) were
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used to test significant results further. Post hoc tests are used to uncover specific
differences between three or more group means when an ANOVA F-test is significant.
Chapter 4 presents the results from these data analyses in tables, figures, and narrative
text.
Descriptive Statistics
This study used descriptive statistics to describe the basic features of the survey
respondents. Descriptive statistics is a summary statistic that provides essential
information about the distribution of quantitative data in the study, helping the researcher
sensibly simplify large amounts of data. This analysis uses necessary measures, including
mean, median, mode, range, a test of normality, standard deviation, skewness, and
kurtosis. It forms the basis of the data analysis. Mean, median, and mode measure the
central tendency of the variable to typify the whole data set (Park, 2015).
Data Reduction
Two widely employed data dimensionality reduction methods are principal
component analysis (PCA) and principal axis factoring (PAF; Joliffe, 2005; Frey &
Pimentel, 1978). Each of these is included in a collection of methods used to examine
how underlying constructs influence the responses on several measured variables
(DeCostar, 1998). Highly correlated (positively or negatively) measures are likely
influenced by the same factors, while different factors likely influence relatively
uncorrelated ones. To accomplish the study objective, the researcher used PAF in SPSS.
PAF was chosen because it can better infer latent constructs and recover weak factors (De
Winter & Dodou, 2012; Thompson, 2004). Compared to principal component analysis, it
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is more often used when studying relationships among the variables (Yong & Pearce,
2013; De Winter & Dodou, 2012).
Hypothesis Testing
The primary research objective was to find differences in the agritourism
operator's entrepreneurial goals and work characteristics based on age cohort. The
researcher used inferential statistics to accomplish this objective. Inferential statistics
refers to using data analysis to infer attributes of an underlying distribution of probability
(Allua & Thompson, 2009). It considers the information acquired from the population
sample to draw conclusive statements about the entire population (Dukkipati, 2008). It
varies from descriptive statistics because it allows one to draw conclusions based on
extrapolations rather than merely reporting descriptive data (Asadoorian & Kantarelis,
2005).
This research tested the general hypothesis that agritourism operators'
entrepreneurial goals and work characteristics differ by age cohorts in the U.S. using
Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA). Multivariate analysis of variance is
proven effective in determining the effects of independent categorical variables on
multiple continuous dependent variables (French et al., 2006). The research question and
hypotheses for this analysis are as follows:
RQ 1: Do agritourism operators’ entrepreneurial goals and work characteristics differ by
age cohort?
H0: There are no significant differences in entrepreneurial goals and work characteristics
of agritourism operators among generational cohorts.
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H1: There are significant differences in entrepreneurial goals and work characteristics of
agritourism operators among generational cohorts.
To further investigate the relationship between the generational cohorts of
agritourism operators, a series of one-way between-subjects analysis of variance
(ANOVA) tests was used to measure significant results. ANOVA measures the
significant difference of the overall model. The following two questions guided these
tests.
RQ 2: If there are significant differences in agritourism operators’ entrepreneurial goals
among the four age cohorts, what are those differences?
H0: There are no significant differences in the age cohorts based on the entrepreneurial
goals of agritourism operators.
H1: There are significant differences in the age cohorts based on the entrepreneurial goals
of agritourism operators.
RQ 3: If there are significant differences in mean work characteristics among the four
age cohorts, what are those differences?
H0: There are no significant differences in the age cohorts based on the work
characteristics of agritourism operators.
H1: There are significant differences in the age cohorts based on the work
characteristics of agritourism operators.
The researcher then used Post Hoc Analyses as an additional follow-up test
method, testing assumptions for each significant underlying factor.
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Nonresponse Bias
Nonresponse bias occurs when non-responders from a sample differ meaningfully
from responders. Identified methods of avoiding or reducing nonresponse bias in an
online survey include pretesting, carefully assessing all delivery methods, assuring an
adequate collection period before closing the survey, sending reminder emails, ensuring
confidentiality, and offering incentives (Sax et al., 2003; Singer, 2006). The researcher
used each of the above methods in this study
to avoid or reduce nonresponse bias.
One week after the primary study survey closed, the researcher performed a
nonresponse bias analysis, utilizing an abbreviated survey of four questions from the
original survey in Qualtrics. A copy of this abbreviated survey instrument can be found in
Appendix F. Nonrespondents received an email cover letter with a link to this abbreviated
survey. A copy of the non-respondent email cover letter can be found in Appendix G.
These questions sought agritourism operator goals, work characteristics, farm acreage,
and age. From all non-respondents, 2500 survey participant emails were chosen using a
random number generator. The researcher then loaded email addresses into Qualtrics and
opened the survey.
The survey was left open for one week. Non-respondents (n = 52) were then
compared to the respondents in the primary study (N = 414) using an independent sample
t-test. The independent sample t-test aims to determine whether there is statistical
evidence that the mean is significantly different between the means of the two samples
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(Gerald, 2018). For this test, the two independent samples were Respondents and Nonrespondents, as seen in the following Table.
Table 3.10
Nonresponse Group Statistics
Std.
Error
Mean
0.033

Respondents/Non-respondents
Agritourism operator requires a
R
depth of knowledge. 1
NR

N
414

Mean
4.43

Std.
Deviation
0.681

53

4.38

0.814

0.112

Agritourism enhances my ability
to meet financial obligations. 2

R

414

3.74

1.176

0.058

NR

53

3.53

1.234

0.170

What is the total acreage of your
farm, including acres that you
own or rent?

R

406

216.07

496.594

24.646

NR

53

277.40

560.131

76.940

Age

R

414

59.23

12.511

0.615

NR

53

61.42

11.45

1.572

1

Based on a scale of 1 = strongly disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither agree nor disagree; 4 =
agree; 5 = strongly agree.
2
Based on a scale of 1 = not important; 2 = somewhat important; 3 = important; 4 = very
important; 5 = extremely important

The test indicated no significant differences between the means of the two groups
at a 95% confidence level, see Table 3.11. As a result, it was concluded that there was no
bias among respondents.
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Table 3.11
Independent Sample T-Test for Respondents vs Nonrespondents
Levene's Test for
Equality of
Variances
F
Equal variances
Agritourism
operator requires assumed
a depth of
Equal variances not
1
assumed
knowledge.
Agritourism
enhances my
ability to meet
financial
2

obligations.
What is the total
acreage of your
farm, including
acres that you
own or rent? acres
What is your
age?

Equal variances
assumed

0.959

0.967

Sig.

0.328

0.326

Equal variances not
assumed
Equal variances
assumed

1.902

0.169

Equal variances not
assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances not
assumed

1.550

0.214

t-test for Equality of Means

t

df

Sig. (2tailed)

Mean
Difference

Std. Error
Difference

95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
Lower
Upper

0.517

465.000

0.605

0.053

0.102

-0.147

0.252

0.451

61.671

0.654

0.053

0.117

-0.181

0.286

1.250

465.000

0.212

0.216

0.172

-0.123

0.555

1.204

64.673

0.233

0.216

0.179

-0.142

0.573

-0.833

457.000

0.405

-61.333

73.643

-206.054

83.388

-0.759

63.133

0.451

-61.333

80.791

-222.774

100.108

-1.210

465.000

0.227

-2.188

1.809

-5.742

1.366

-1.296

68.926

0.199

-2.188

1.688

-5.556

1.180

1

Based on a scale of 1 = strongly disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither agree nor disagree; 4 =
agree; 5 = strongly agree.
2
Based on a scale of 1 = not important; 2 = somewhat important; 3 = important; 4 = very
important; 5 = extremely important

Ethical Considerations
The study did not solicit personal identifying information from the participants.
All results collected were reported in aggregate form. The researcher safeguarded the
welfare and privacy of the participants in the study by following Clemson University's
Institutional Review Board (IRB approval # IRB2020_187) guidelines for ethical
standards of U.S. federal regulations, see Appendix G. The Clemson University
Institutional Review Board (IRB) is a federally mandated body established under South
Carolina Department of Health and Human Service regulations for the Protection of
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Human Subjects. Its purpose is to protect the rights and welfare of human subjects
recruited to participate in research activities conducted under the auspices of Clemson
University (CU). An informed consent page is the first page of the survey. This page
included acknowledgment of voluntary consent, risks, possible benefits, and protection of
privacy and confidentiality. The consent form also notified participants of the study
purpose and time duration. The researcher included contact information for Clemson IRB
to answer any questions or concerns and informed participants that they would be
allowed to enter to win one of three $100 cash cards to be drawn randomly by completing
the survey. Before taking the study, participants acknowledged their understanding of the
requirements by clicking a consent button.
Summary and Transition
Chapter 3 discussed the rationale for the methods used for this quantitative study
assessing differences in agritourism operators' entrepreneurial goals and work
characteristics by four age cohorts (i.e., Millennials, Generation X, Baby Boomers, and
Silent Generation). Also discussed were the methods and procedures the researcher used
to obtain the target population and sample, along with the survey instruments. The
researcher explained the data collection and analysis procedures and the ethical standards
and guidelines required when using human participants. Chapter 4 presents the results of
this analysis.
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS

This study aims to better understand the entrepreneurial nature of the agritourism
provider by investigating differences in agritourism operators' entrepreneurial goals and
work characteristics among age cohorts. To this end, the study gathered background
information and entrepreneurial goals and work characteristics of agritourism operators
using a national survey and used measures of central tendency and measures of
variability to describe the dataset's characteristics before using statistical models to draw
conclusions about the relationships studied. This chapter presents the results of this
analysis.
Sample and Participants
This study surveyed individuals providing contact information about their
agritourism operations to a national travel agency. From the 13,987 survey emails sent to
participants, 823 agreed to the informed consent and continued forward to the
questionnaire. Among these respondents, 473 completed the questionnaire. The
researcher then screened the 473 completed questionnaires for study demographics (i.e.,
agritourism operator; working farm located in the U.S.; and birth year) and missing data
and eliminated an additional 59 respondents. The following table summarizes the email
survey timeline, including surveys started and completed.
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Table 4.1
Email Survey Timeline
Email Surveys Sent

Survey Started

Invite: March 22, 2021
(13,987)

Survey Completed

Completion Rate

325

191

58.8%

Reminder: March 29, 2021
(13,894)

+ 154

96

20.0%

Reminder: April 4, 2021
(13,772)

+ 99

63

10.9%

Reminder: April 13, 2021
(13,603)

+ 99

123

18.2%

The 414 respondents that remained met the suggested sample size for this study at
a 95% confidence level with a confidence interval of less than 5 (+/- 4.73 margin of
error). A summary of the survey responses, including response rates, follows.
Table 4.2
Survey Responses
Responses

Survey Participation

Response Rate

Respondents (agreeing to informed consent
and starting the survey questionnaire)

823

5.9%

Respondents (completing the survey
questionnaire)

473

3.4%

Respondents (after screening for study
demographics and missing data)

414

3.0%
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Agritourism Operator Demographics
Demographic information is required to determine if the persons in each study are
a representative sample of the target population for generalization purposes (Connelly,
2013). Among the respondents, 54.6% were female, and 44.2% were male, see Table 4.3.
For comparison, the latest United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Census
reports that among all farms, 36% of farm operators are female (2017). It also states that
those female operators increased by nearly 27% from 2012 to 2017. Those female
producers are most heavily engaged in day-to-day decisions, record-keeping, and
financial management (Whitt & Todd, 2021; USDA, 2017).
The agritourism operator ages ranged from 25 to 89 years old, with a mean age of
59.2 years, comparable to the average age of all farmers in the U.S. of 57.5 years (USDA,
2017). Of note, studies show that one in four producers today is a beginning farmer with
ten or fewer years of experience and an average age of 46.3 years (Carlisle et al., 2019).
Most agritourism operators identified as white (91.5%) holding a bachelor's degree or
higher (74.6%). For comparison, previous research reports that 95.4% of all farm
operators in the U.S. are white and that 38% of farmers in the U.S. hold bachelor’s
degrees or higher (USDA, 2017, Hernandez & Gabbard, 2019).
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Table 4.3
Agritourism Operator Demographic Information
Background variable

Gender

Category

Frequency

Percentage

Female

226

54.6

Male

183

44.2

Prefer not to say

10

2.4

White

379

91.5

Other (please specify)

17

4.1

Prefer not to say

15

3.6

Latino/Latinx

7

1.7

Alaska Native

5

1.2

Asian

2

0.5

1

0.2

Other Pacific Islander

15

0.2

Married

332

80.2

Single

72

17.4

Prefer not to say

10

2.4

South

143

34.1

Midwest

122

29.7

West

87

21.3

Northeast

62

15.0

American Indian or
Race

Black or African
American
Native Hawaiian or

Marital Status

Respondent Location
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Table 4.3 (continued).

Background variable

What is the highest degree or
level of education you have
completed?

Which of the following best
describes your current
employment situation? 1

Category

Frequency

Percentage

Bachelor's Degree

184

44.4

Master's Degree

103

24.9

High School

65

15.7

Ph.D. or higher

22

5.3

Trade School

22

5.3

Prefer not to say

15

3.6

Some High School

1

0.1

Full-time farmer

198

47.8

Experienced farmer

164

39.6

Full-time agritourism operator

113

27.3

Part-time agritourism operator

101

24.4

Retired

80

19.3

Work Full time outside of

65

15.7

First-generation farmer

53

12.8

Part-time farmer

50

12.1

Work Part-time outside of

46

11.1

24

5.8

farming

farming
New & Beginning farmer
1

Totals exceed 100 percent due to multiple responses

Respondents were located throughout all four census regions in the U.S. (i.e.,
West, Midwest, Northeast, and South) and in forty-seven States, with only Arizona, New
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Mexico, and Wyoming not represented. Figure 4.1 shows the dispersal of the site
locations of the agritourism operators responding to this survey.
Figure 4.1
Respondent’s Location (Agritourism Operations)

The highest percentage of respondents were from California (n = 46; 11.1%),
followed by North Carolina (n = 32; 7.7%) and Wisconsin (n = 23; 5.5%). Just over a
fourth of the agritourism operators responding (n = 113; 27.3%) identified as full-time
agritourism operators, while nearly half of respondents (n = 198; 47.8%) as experienced
farmers.
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Farm and Agritourism Operation Profile
Farm and agritourism operation questions were asked to provide background
information specific to the respondents’ agritourism operations, see Table 4.4. Over twothirds (68.6%) of the agritourism operators surveyed (n = 284) employ hired labor in their
agritourism operations. This is not surprising as agritourism operations often depend on
large numbers of seasonal or specialized workers. Most of these agritourism operations (n
= 144; 34.8%) operate as Limited Liability Corporations (LLCs). Given the farm
diversification and specialization found in many agritourism operations and multiple
income streams, this percentage is not surprising. Benefits of LLCs include management
flexibility, personal liability protection, and tax options. A 2011 study by the U.S.
Economic Research Service shows that U.S. farms with higher gross sales are more likely
to operate as LLCs (O'Donoghue et al., 2011).
Nearly half (48.8%) of these agritourism operations are found on a paved
highway (n = 202), and over one-third (34.8%) were within 10 to 29 miles of a large city
(n = 144). This is also not surprising given the need for farmland combined with the
advantages of nearby high-traffic areas and concentrated populations. Eight out of ten
(82.1%) agritourism operations (n = 340) are not part of an agritourism trail or route. This
number could be explained, in part, by the timing of the survey and the restrictive events
in recent years due to the COVID-19 pandemic. However, further investigation into this
phenomenon is called for, given the increased popularity of agritourism trails over the
past decade (Feeney et al., 2020).
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Additionally, over one-third (35.0%) of the respondents indicated they belong to a
State agritourism association (n = 145) while no respondents indicated they belonged to a
National agritourism association. These numbers may be explained, in part, by the
ambiguity of many of the association names. A cursory investigation of State and
National associations currently servicing agritourism operations in the U.S. reveals that
the word agritourism is often not included in the association name. Examples include the
Minnesota Farmers’ Market Association, Get Real Maine, and the North American
Farmers Direct Marketing Association. To further investigate this phenomenon, this
survey item contained an 'Other' category for respondents to leave open-ended responses,
see Appendix K. Overwhelmingly, respondents to this 'Other' category were associated
with a trade or tourism-specific association, often servicing agritourism operations.
Results further confirm a lack of consistency in the term agritourism across the U.S. and
the call for shared understanding.

76

Table 4.4
Farm and Agritourism Operation Background Variables
Background
variable
Which of the
following describes
the paid or unpaid
staff at your
agritourism
operation? 1

Which of the
following best
describes the business
structure of your
agritourism
operation?

Distance from a city
of at least 50,000
people.

Distance from a
paved highway.
Is your operation a
part of an agritourism
trail or route?

Category

Frequency

Percentage

Hired labor
Spouse
Children/Grandchildren
Friends
Extended family
Parents/Grandparents
Siblings
Business partner
LLC

284
274
190
172
156
90
74
33
144

68.6
66.2
45.9
41.5
37.7
21.7
17.9
8
34.8

Individual ownership

98

23.7

Family farm (e.g., non-incorporated)

87

21

Incorporated farm
Other (please specify)
Partnership
We are in a 50,000+ population city
Less than 10 miles
10 – 29 miles
30 – 49 miles
50 miles or more
We are located on a paved highway
Less than 1 mile
1– 9 miles
10 miles or more
No

54
19
11
5
86
144
87
91
202
95
106
10
340

13
4.6
2.7
1.2
20.8
34.8
21
22
48.8
22.9
25.6
2.4
82.1

Yes

74

17.9

145
0
0
91

35.00
0.00
0.00
22.00

State Agritourism Assoc.
National Agritourism Assoc.
Local or Regional Tourism Organ.
Other
1
Totals exceed 100 percent due to multiple responses
Are you a member of
an industry or trade
association? (Select
all that apply)
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Agritourism operator and farm and agritourism operation temporal and geospatial
information was also explored. Results can be found in Table 4.5. Findings show that
respondent operators have collectively spent an average of 21.6 years working in
agritourism and 19.1 years at their current agritourism locations. For comparison, the
average farm operator in the U.S. has been on their current farm for 21.3 years (USDA,
2017). Among respondents, the average farm size is 216.07 acres, with 58.48 acres
explicitly dedicated to agritourism.
According to the USDA Economic Research Service (ERS) the number of farms
in the U.S. peaked around 1935 but has fallen since (2020). There were 2.02 million U.S.
farms in 2020, down from 2.20 million in 2007. With 897 million acres of land in farms
in 2020, the average farm size was 444 acres (USDA, 2022).
Table 4.5
Farm and Agritourism Operation Temporal and Geospatial Information

Temporal and Geospatial information

min

How long has this agritourism operation been
open?

max

Mean

years

0

100

21.75

How long have you worked in agritourism?
(e.g., owner, employee, volunteer, or other)

years

1

73

21.6

How long have you worked in agritourism at
your current location?

years

1

73

19.13

What is the total acreage of your farm,
including acres that you own or rent?

acres

1

5050

216.07

How many acres does your agritourism
operation encompass?

acres

0

4000

58.48
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Agritourism Activities Offered
Additional questions sought to investigate the activities offered at respondents’
agritourism operations. Results can be found in Table 4.6. Nearly three-quarters (74.4%)
of the farm operators responding offer farm/educational tours as part of their agritourism
operation (n = 308), followed by petting zoos or animal displays (n = 179; 43.2%) and
classes, seminars, or workshops (n = 160; 38.6%). Of note, ten activities listed in the
survey received no response. These items predominately consisted of seasonal events,
including camps, u-picks, festivals, and holiday-related activities. The lack of response
could be explained, in part, by the timing of the survey. For comparison, the activity
responses from a recent survey of 'agritourism and on-farm direct sales' were reviewed
(Chase et al., 2021). This National farm survey received responses from 1834 farms in all
50 states. Participants were asked about the types of experiences offered on their farms.
Among those surveyed, on-farm direct sales were the agritourism experience most
offered (73.7%), followed by education (52.5%), entertainment and events (46.0%), and
off-farm direct sales (40.8%), Other experiences receiving little response in the Chase et
al. study and comparable to the responses received in this current study include tour
(1.2%), u-pick (less than 1%), and hayrides (less than 1%) (2021).
To investigate this phenomenon further, the current study's researcher crosstabulated the open-ended activity items found in the survey results labeled as ‘other’ by
age cohort. These 102 comments labeled by respondent age cohort can be found in
Appendix H. A cursory analysis reveals most of the comments coming from Baby
Boomers (n = 67; 65.7%), followed by Generation X (n = 23; 22.5%), Silent Generation
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(n = 6; 5.9%, and Millennials (n = 6; 5.9%). Discussion of these activity comments can
be found in Chapter 5. It is recommended that future studies should qualitatively study
these comments, categorizing and sub-categorizing them for further analysis.
Table 4.6
Agritourism Operation Activities Offered
Category
Petting zoos or farm animal displays

1

Frequency
179

Percentage
43.2

Classes seminars or workshops

160

38.6

Pumpkin Patch

135

32.6

On-farm food service

134

32.4

Corn maze or other mazes

103

24.9

Other (please specify)

102

24.6

Hiking Trails

75

18.1

Shows/Concerts

48

11.6

Winery tastings/tours

36

8.7

Horseback riding

26

6.3

Biking trails

23

5.6

Paid or customized hunting tours

14

3.4

Fishing for a fee

9

2.2

Accommodations stays

0

0

Cultural or historic exhibits

0

0

Festivals, events

0

0

Field rides

0

0

Holiday-related activities

0

0

Observation of agricultural processes

0

0

Rodeos, cowboy camps or activities

0

0

U-pick or U-harvest

0

0

Wildlife observation

0

0

Totals exceed 100 percent due to multiple responses
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Covid-19 Pandemic Impact
Due to the timing of this study, additional questions sought to explore the effect
of the Covid-19 pandemic on agritourism operations nationwide. A review of the
literature showed that research on the impact of the Covid-19 pandemic on agritourism
operations was limited at the time of this study. The limited work highlighted
agritourism's resilience during the pandemic (Wojcieszak-Zbierska et al., 2020; Chin &
Pehin Dato Musa, 2021; Phillipson et al., 2020; Prideaux et al., 2020). Many of these
works took on a global perspective, concluding with calls for governments and
organizations to prepare for an inevitable next crisis (Prideaux et al., 2020). Others
suggested that agritourism can achieve resilience and provide a low-risk travel
destination during Covid-19 (Chin & Pehin Dato Musa, 2021). In their study of Covid-19
pandemic implications for rural economies, Phillipson et al. note that this pandemic will
likely stimulate innovation in rural communities and businesses. They go on to call for
future investigation and increased learning.
The results from the Covid-19 questions can be found in Table 4.7. Overall, these
findings were wide-ranging, with 39.6% of the agritourism operators responding seeing
an increase in visits during Covid-19 and 26.8% seeing a decrease in visits during the
same time. Consumer demand for certain items was up 31.4% among the responding
agritourism operations, with demand down 9.7%.
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Table 4.7
COVID-19 Pandemic Impact on Agritourism Operations
Background variable

Category

Frequency

Percentage

We have seen an increase in visits

164

39.6

We have had to cancel seasonal events

161

38.9

We are experiencing significant increases

130

31.4

We have adjusted our hours of operation

113

27.3

We have seen a decrease in visits

111

26.8

We are starting to restrict spending

55

13.3

Other (please specify)

51

12.3

We are experiencing significant

40

9.7

33

8.0

No Impact

21

5.1

We have seen a change in our target

0

0.0

in consumer demand for certain items (or
donations if you are a non-profit)

How is your
agritourism operation
being impacted by the
COVID-19 virus? 1

because of uncertainty

decreases in consumer demand for
certain items (or donations if you are a
non-profit)
We have completely closed our physical
place of business

market (e.g., loss of school tours,
creation of virtual programming)
1

Totals exceed 100 percent due to multiple responses

To further investigate the Covid-19 impact among age cohorts of agritourism
operators, the researcher cross-tabulated open-ended pandemic impact items labeled as
‘other’ by age cohort. These 50 comments can be found in Appendix I. A cursory
analysis reveals most of the comments coming were from Baby Boomers (n = 37; 74%),
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followed by Generation X (n = 10; 20.0%), Silent (n = 2; 4.0%, and Millennials (n = 1;
2.0%). It is recommended that future studies should qualitatively map these comments,
categorizing and sub-categorizing them for further analysis.
Model Variables
Variables are the basic units of the information studied and interpreted in a
research study. Model variables include the independent and dependent variables. The
independent variables for this study were generational cohorts of agritourism operators.
The dependent variables for this study were entrepreneurial goals and work
characteristics of agritourism operators.
Independent Variable: Age Cohorts
This study investigated differences among four generational cohorts of
agritourism operators: the Silent Generation, the Baby Boomers, Generation X, and the
Millennials. Over half of the respondents in this study, 55.6%, belonged to the Baby
Boomers, birth years 1946-1964. Table 4.8 presents the participant's age cohort totals and
percentages. For discussion purposes, current age ranges are included. The ranks of
farmer operators in the U.S. who are 72 years and older (Baby Boomers/Silent) currently
outnumber those in their prime working years of 35 to 44 (Millennials/Generation X).
Farm operators aged 35 and younger (Generation Z/Millennials) account for 8.9% of all
farmers. The literature specific to agritourism operators' ages was limited at the time of
this study. Further investigation of this phenomenon is recommended as these studies
become available (see Chase et al., 2021).
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Table 4.8
Age Cohorts Characteristics
Respondents

Percentage

Baby Boomer (age 58-76)

230

55.6

Generation X (age 42-57)

119

28.7

Millennials (age 26-41)

37

8.9

Silent (age 77-94)

28

6.8

N = 414

100.0

Total

Dependent Variable: Entrepreneurial Goals
The dependent variables used in this study were agritourism operators'
entrepreneurial goals and the agritourism operator's work characteristics. The research
related to factors affecting farmers' participation in agritourism, including entrepreneurial
goals, benefits, and motivations, was found in the literature. Because Tew and Barbieri
investigated entrepreneurial nature specific to the agritourism operator, including goals
and goal dimensions, this current study used their variable items (goals) to build an
agritourism operator entrepreneurial goals questionnaire scale, as previously seen in
Chapter 3. Respondents indicated the extent of importance with statements about each
job characteristic descriptor from the following choices: 1 "not important"; 2 “somewhat
important”; 3 “important”; 4 “very important”; 5 "extremely important"). Means and
standard deviations of these items by age cohort can be found in Table 4.9. These items
are categorized by the original category used by Tew and Barbieri (2012). Items are then
ranked in each category by total mean score.
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Table 4.9
Means and Standard Deviations by Age Cohort: Entrepreneurial Goals
Dimension

Item

Generation

Enhance ability to meet
ﬁnancial obligations

Millennial

Better utilize farm
resources
Farm Profitability
Mean: 3.51
Standard
Deviation: 0.945

Decrease revenue
ﬂuctuations

Reduce the impact of
catastrophic events

Off-season revenue
generation

Mean

Std.
Deviation

37

3.92

1.04

Gen X

119

4.07

0.95

Boomer

230

3.60

1.27

Silent

28

3.32

1.12

Total

414

3.74

1.18

Millennial

37

3.95

1.00

Gen X

119

3.70

1.06

Boomer

230

3.62

1.13

Silent

28

3.82

0.91

Total

414

3.68

1.09

Millennial

37

3.59

1.19

Gen X

119

3.65

1.09

Boomer

230

3.51

1.17

Silent

28

3.32

1.09

Total

414

3.54

1.14

Millennial

37

3.46

1.28

Gen X

119

3.61

1.18

Boomer

228

3.29

1.29

Silent

28

3.14

1.33

Total

412

3.39

1.26

Millennial

37

3.65

1.18

Gen X

119

3.33

1.52

Boomer

229

3.14

1.43

Silent

28

2.89

1.47

Total

413

3.22

1.44
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N

Table 4.9 (continued).
Dimension

Item

Generation

Educate the public about
agriculture

Capture new customers

Market
Opportunities
Mean: 3.86
Standard
Deviation:0.804

Increase direct sale of
value-added products

Better serve current
customers

Increase direct sale of
other products

Participate in my local
tourism industry
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N

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Millennial

37

4.19

0.97

Gen X

119

4.31

0.91

Boomer

230

4.27

0.87

Silent

28

4.54

0.79

Total

414

4.29

0.88

Millennial

37

4.32

0.78

Gen X

119

4.18

0.87

Boomer

230

4.04

0.96

Silent

28

4.18

0.72

Total

414

4.12

0.91

Millennial

37

4.30

1.08

Gen X

119

4.06

1.10

Boomer

230

3.72

1.26

Silent

27

4.00

1.07

Total

413

3.89

1.20

Millennial

37

3.86

0.89

Gen X

119

3.95

0.96

Boomer

230

3.73

1.04

Silent

28

3.82

0.82

Total

414

3.81

0.99

Millennial

37

3.97

1.12

Gen X

119

3.75

1.28

Boomer

230

3.43

1.35

Silent

28

3.43

1.37

Total

414

3.57

1.32

Millennial

37

3.59

1.17

Gen X

119

3.43

1.33

Boomer

229

3.41

1.25

Silent

28

3.57

1.03

Total

413

3.44

1.25

Table 4.9 (continued).
Dimension

Family
Connection
Mean: 3.51

Item
Enhance the family

Millennial

37

3.84

Std.
Deviation
1.04

quality of life

Gen X

119

3.81

1.22

Boomer

230

3.64

1.14

Silent

28

3.64

1.06

Total

414

3.71

1.15

Keep the farm in the

Millennial

37

4.14

1.16

family

Gen X

119

3.84

1.35

Boomer

230

3.52

1.32

Silent

28

3.71

1.18

Total

414

3.68

1.32

Provide jobs for family

Millennial

37

3.54

1.28

members

Gen X

119

3.33

1.40

Boomer

230

3.00

1.38

Silent

28

3.14

1.18

Total

414

3.15

1.37

Millennial

37

3.81

1.15

Gen X

11

3.94

1.15

Boomer

229

3.98

1.06

Silent

28

4.32

0.82

Total

413

3.98

1.08

Millennial

37

3.78

0.98

Gen X

119

3.79

1.23

Boomer

229

3.45

1.27

Silent

28

3.46

1.29

Total

413

3.58

1.24

Millennial

37

3.22

1.32

Gen X

118

3.20

1.52

Boomer

229

2.97

1.42

Silent

28

2.96

1.17

Total

412

3.06

1.43

Standard
Deviation:1.052

Keep you active

Personal Pursuits

Keeps me farming

Mean: 3.53
Standard
Deviation: 0.992
Make money from a
hobby/interest

Generation
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N

Mean

Overall, mean scores showed that Market Opportunities (m = 3.86; SD = 0.804)
were most important to the respondents. In this goal dimension, educating the public
about agriculture (m = 4.29; SD = 0.88) was most important to older age cohorts of
agritourism operators, while market and financial-driven goals were most important to
younger generations of agritourism operators. The Farm Profitability group of items (m =
3.51; SD = 0.945) also revealed this market and financial importance theme among
younger generations of agritourism operators.
Dependent Variable: Work Characteristics
Research has shown that the exploration of work characteristics by worker
type goes far in understanding the meaningfulness of work by acknowledging the
link between work and the broader environment (Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006).
This study looked to academic measures previously used to assess work design. One such
tool is Morgeson and Humphrey’s Work Design Questionnaire (WDQ), a general
measure of work characteristics factored into four work characteristic dimensions (2006).
Having been validated by numerous work design studies, this study used the WDQ to
measure agritourism operator work characteristics. In doing so, an agritourism operator
work design scale was used. This scale measured how much participants agreed to a
statement about their job as an agritourism operator. Respondents indicated the extent of
agreement or disagreement with statements about each work characteristic descriptor
from the following choices: 1 "strongly disagree; 2 "disagree"; 3 "neither agree nor
disagree"; 4 "agree"; 5 "strongly agree. "Means and standard deviations of these items by
age cohort can be found in Table 4.10. These items are categorized by the original
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category used by Morgeson and Humphrey (2006). Items are then ranked in each
category by total mean score.
Table 4.10
Means and Standard Deviations by Age Cohort: Work Characteristics
Dimension

Item
The job involves a
great deal of
interaction with
people outside my
organization.

I have the chance in
my job to get to know
other people.
Social
Characteristics
Mean:4.36
Standard
Deviation: 0.512

I have the opportunity
to meet with others in
my work.

People I work with
take a personal
interest in me.

I have the opportunity
to develop close
friendships in my job.

Generation

N

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Millennial

37

4.62

0.86

Gen X

11

4.61

0.84

Boomer

230

4.66

0.63

Silent

28

4.57

0.50

Total

414

4.63

0.71

Millennial

37

4.41

0.55

Gen X

119

4.30

0.80

Boomer

230

4.44

0.62

Silent

28

4.43

0.50

Total

414

4.40

0.67

Millennial

37

4.32

0.71

Gen X

119

4.37

0.81

Boomer

230

4.40

0.65

Silent

28

4.36

0.62

Total

414

4.38

0.70

Millennial

37

4.22

0.58

Gen X

119

4.24

0.77

Boomer

230

4.26

0.73

Silent

28

4.25

0.52

Total

414

4.25

0.72

Millennial

37

4.27

0.73

Gen X

119

3.97

0.92

Boomer

230

4.19

0.81

Silent

28

4.21

0.63

Total

414

4.13

0.83
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Table 4.10 (continued).
Dimension

Item
The job involves
doing several
different things.

Task
Characteristics

The job gives me the
opportunity for
independence and
freedom in how I do
the work.

Mean: 4.32
Standard
Deviation: 0.516

The results of my
work are likely to
significantly affect
the lives of other
people.

The job allows me to
decide on the order in
which things are done
on the job.

The job allows me to
complete work I start.

Generation

N

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Millennial

37

4.78

0.42

Gen X

119

4.64

0.66

Boomer

230

4.67

0.51

Silent

28

4.54

0.51

Total

414

4.66

0.55

Millennial

37

4.30

0.85

Gen X

119

4.33

0.75

Boomer

230

4.47

0.67

Silent

28

4.32

0.72

Total

414

4.40

0.72

Millennial

37

4.35

0.72

Gen X

119

4.22

0.87

Boomer

230

4.19

0.78

Silent

28

4.21

0.79

Total

414

4.21

0.80

Millennial

37

4.14

0.86

Gen X

119

4.07

0.98

Boomer

230

4.29

0.73

Silent

28

4.00

0.98

Total

414

4.19

0.84

Millennial

37.

4.19

0.74

Gen X

11

4.08

0.90

Boomer

230

4.20

0.76

Silent

28

3.93

0.90

Total

414

4.14

0.81

90

Table 4.10 (continued).
Dimension

Knowledge
Characteristics

Item

Generation

The job requires me
to utilize a variety of
different skills to
complete the work.

Millennial

37

4.84

Gen X

119

4.63

0.68

Boomer

230

4.64

0.51

Silent

28

4.50

0.58

Total

414

4.65

0.56

Millennial

37

4.68

0.48

Gen X

119

4.46

0.80

Boomer

230

4.48

0.63

Silent

28

4.36

0.56

Total

414

4.49

0.67

Millennial

37

4.54

0.56

Gen X

119

4.35

0.82

Boomer

230

4.46

0.61

Silent

28

4.39

0.74

Total

414

4.43

0.68

Millennial

37

4.46

0.65

Gen X

119

4.45

0.81

Boomer

230

4.33

0.74

Silent

28

4.36

0.68

Total

414

4.38

0.75

Millennial

37

4.27

0.80

Gen X

119

4.07

1.05

Boomer

230

4.21

0.91

Silent

28

4.18

0.61

Total

414

4.17

0.92

The job requires
unique ideas or
solutions to
problems.

Mean: 4.42
Standard
Deviation:.0.524

The job requires a
depth of knowledge
and expertise.

The job requires me
to monitor a great
deal of information.

The job involves
performing complex
tasks
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N

Mean

Std.
Deviation
0.37

Table 4.10 (continued).
Dimension

Contextual
Characteristics

Item

Generation

N

Mean

The job requires a lot
of physical effort.

Millennial

37

4.65

0.54

Gen X

119

4.52

0.71

Boomer

230

4.48

0.61

Silent

28

4.36

0.56

Total

414

4.50

0.63

Millennial

37

4.54

0.61

Gen X

119

4.27

0.88

Boomer

230

4.12

0.90

Silent

28

4.32

0.67

Total

414

4.21

0.87

Millennial

37

4.08

0.64

Gen X

119

4.04

0.91

Boomer

230

3.85

0.91

Silent

28

3.79

0.74

Total

414

3.92

0.88

Millennial

37

3.65

1.11

Gen X

119

3.66

1.03

Boomer

230

3.84

1.06

Silent

28

4.14

0.71

Total

414

3.79

1.04

Millennial

37

2.86

1.00

Gen X

119

3.08

1.05

Boomer

230

3.63

1.08

Silent

28

3.68

0.95

Total

414

3.40

1.09

The job involves the
use of a variety of
different equipment.

Mean: 3.97
Standard
Deviation: 0.521

The job requires a great
deal of muscular
endurance.

The job occurs in a
clean environment.

The workplace is free
from excessive noise.
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Std.
Deviation

Mean scores showed respondents most in agreement to the meaningfulness of
Knowledge Characteristics (m = 4.42; SD = 0.524), with all age cohorts acknowledging
the complex skills, tasks, unique ideas, and expertise the job of an agritourism operator
entails. Responses to the Social Characteristics items (m = 4.36; SD = 0.512) and the
Task Characteristics items (m = 4.32; SD = 0.516) also showed agreement in work
meaningfulness, with all age cohorts acknowledging the social interaction and
independence the job of an agritourism operator demands. Responses to the Contextual
Characteristics items (m = 3.97; SD = 0.521) were the least agreed upon among
respondents. Among all age cohorts, the highest mean score found in this group concerns
the physical effort required as an agritourism operator. Overall, work characteristic
groups showed little difference in mean scores and are equally represented among age
cohorts of agritourism operators.
Data Reduction: Factor Analysis
In exploring the entrepreneurial goals developed by Tew and Barbieri (2012) and
the work characteristics used by Morgeson and Humphrey (2006), the researcher sought
to strengthen the variables by further examining the relations among the items and
potentially identifying underlying dimensions. This was done using the principal axis
factor analysis method with varimax rotation. Factor analysis is a set of statistical
procedures used to determine the number of distinct unobservable variables or constructs
that are reflected in the observed variables (Fabrigar & Wegener, 2011). It extracts
maximum common variance from all variables and puts them in underlying constructs to
be used for further analysis (Williams et al., 2010). Common variance is the amount of
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variance that is shared among a set of items. Highly correlated items will share a lot of
variance.
The principal axis factor analysis (PAF) is a statistical data analysis approach that
describes various outcome associations as the product of one or more fundamental causes
or factors (Thompson, 2004). PAF was conducted in this study to strengthen the
reliability and validity of the research. The data extraction aimed to reduce many items
into factors. In doing so, a measure of this variance used eigenvalues (Williams et al.,
2010). An eigenvalue is an index that indicates how good a component is as a summary
of the data. Eigenvalues represent the total variance a given principal component can
explain. If eigenvalues are greater than zero, then it is a good sign. This study used
Kaiser's criterion (eigenvalue > 1 rule) in determining factor extraction.
Factor Analysis of Entrepreneurial Goals
Upon running the factor analysis in SPSS, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)
Measure of Sampling Adequacy and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity were used to measure
the strength of the partial correlation between the entrepreneurial goals variables. KMO
values closer to 1.0 are considered ideal, while values less than 0.5 are unacceptable.
Recent scholars have argued that a KMO of at least 0.60 is good enough for factor
analysis to commence (Mooi et al., 2018; Shrestha, 2021). Bartlett's test of Sphericity
tests the null hypothesis that the correlation matrix is an identity matrix (Tobias &
Carlson, 1969). An identity correlation matrix is not suitable for factor analysis. A
significant statistical test, less than 0.05, shows that the correlation matrix is not an
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identity matrix. The following results, see Table 4.11, show that the KMO and Bartlett's
test indicate the acceptability of commencing with the factor analysis.
Table 4.11
KMO and Bartlett’s tests, Entrepreneurial Goals
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity

Approx. Chi-Square

0.926
2559.022

df

78

Sig.

0.0

The researcher first postulated a smaller set of unobserved variables or constructs
underlying the 17 observed entrepreneurial goal items used in the questionnaire scale and
influenced by Tew and Barbieri’s 2012 entrepreneurial goals. Running exploratory factor
analysis in SPSS (principal axis factoring with varimax rotation) of these 17 items, the
researcher then determined two underlying entrepreneurial goal dimensions. A model of
this analysis is found in the Figure below.
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Figure 4.2
Exploratory Factor Analysis Model: Entrepreneurial Goals

The items that loaded the least on their respective factor or cross-loaded
substantially across factors were deleted, resulting in 13 items factoring into two
dimensions. As a rule of thumb, a variable should have a rotated factor loading of at least
0.4 (meaning ≥ +. 4 or ≤ –. 4) onto one of the factors to be considered stable (Cooper,
1983). The researcher then measured to what extent the two underlying factors account
for the variance of the 13 items by finding the proportions of variance accounted for by
each item, see Table 4.12.
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Table 4.12
Initial Factor Matrix: Entrepreneurial Goals
1

Factor
2

Keeps me farming

0.758

-0.242

Keep the farm in the family

0.736

-0.218

Provide jobs for family members

0.624

-0.259

Enhance the quality of life

0.724

-0.203

Enhance the ability to meet financial obligations

0.743

-0.143

Keep you active

0.72

-0.136

Make money from a hobby

0.533

-0.191

Participate in the local tourism industry

0.671

-0.085

Increase the direct sale of value-added products

0.563

0.477

Better serve current customers

0.678

0.343

Capture new customers

0.717

0.336

Increase the direct sale of other products

0.613

0.266

0.527

0.208

Educate the public about agriculture
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.
2 factors extracted. 7 iterations required.

A goal of exploratory factor analysis is to make sense of data. Given this, and to
address cross-loadings, a Varimax with Kaiser Normalization rotation method was used
to simplify the items further. This rotation method illustrates the factor loadings for each
variable and aids in determining what the components represent (Costello, 2005). Table
4.13 shows the rotated factor matrix. These items are loaded onto the two underlying
factors defined by the correlation coefficients.
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Table 4.13
Rotated Factor Matrix: Entrepreneurial Goals
Factor
Keeps me farming

1
0.743

Keep the farm in the family

0.711

Enhance the quality of life

0.692

Enhance the ability to meet financial obligations

0.670

Provide jobs for family members

0.650

Keep you active

0.648

Participate in the local tourism industry

0.578

Make money from a hobby

0.536

2

Increase the direct sale of value-added products

0.724

Capture new customers

0.710

Better serve current customers

0.691

Increase the direct sale of other products

0.590

Educate the public about agriculture

0.491

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
Rotation converged in 3 iterations.

Table 4.14 shows how the variance is divided among the 13 possible remaining
items. The first two factors have eigenvalues greater than one, indicating these factors'
usefulness. Eigenvalues refer to the variance accounted for in terms of the number of
"items' worth" of variance each explains. These first two underlying factors explain
51.2% of the variance. This is the cumulative percentage of variance accounted for by the
current and preceding factors.
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Table 4.14
Total Variance Explained: Entrepreneurial Goals
Initial Eigenvalues
Extraction Sums of Squared
Rotation Sums of Squared
% of Cumulative
% of Cumulative
% of Cumulative
Factor Total Variance
%
Total Variance
%
Total Variance
%
1
6.252 48.092
48.092
5.781
44.471 44.471
3.872 29.785 29.785
2
1.346 10.354
58.446
0.869
6.685
51.156
2.778 21.371 51.156
3
0.913 7.022
65.469
4
0.730 5.615
71.083
5
0.592 4.553
75.636
6
0.525 4.037
79.673
7
0.490 3.767
83.440
8
0.443 3.406
86.847
9
0.388 2.988
89.834
10
0.376 2.889
92.723
11
0.346 2.663
95.386
12
0.306 2.350
97.736
13
0.294 2.264
100.000
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.

Based on the general theme, the two underlying factors were Personal- Family
Pursuits and Market Opportunities. These two dimensions with the remaining items are
found in Table 4.15. For ease of analysis, the previous related dimensions, as identified
by Tew and Barbieri (2012), are included in a second column. Means and standard
deviations by item are also included.
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Table 4.15
Entrepreneurial Goals, Means and Standard Deviation
Dimensions

Items

Standard
Deviation: 0.825

Keeps me farming
Keep the farm in the
family
Enhance the family’s
quality of life
Enhance ability to meet
ﬁnancial obligations
Provide jobs for family
members

Market
Opportunities

Keep you active
Participate in my local
tourism industry
Make money from a
hobby/interest
Increase direct sale of
value-added products
Capture new customers

Personal- Family
Pursuits
Mean: 3.10

Mean: 3.94

Better serve current
customers
Standard
Increase direct sale of
Deviation: 0.818 other products
Educate the public about
agriculture
Modified from (Tew & Barbieri, 2012).

Dimensions,
Tew and
Barbieri (2012)

N

Mean

Standard
Deviation

Personal pursuits

413

3.58

1.243

Family
connections
Family
connections
Farm
profitability
Family
connections
Personal pursuits

414

3.68

1.319

414

3.71

1.149

414

3.74

1.176

414

3.15

1.371

413

3.98

1.081

***

413

3.44

1.246

Personal pursuits

412

3.06

1.425

Market
opportunities
Market
opportunities
Market
opportunities
Market
opportunities
Market
opportunities

413

3.89

1.202

414

4.12

0.905

414

3.81

0.991

414

3.57

1.324

414

4.29

0.883

Means and standard deviations by age cohort for the two underlying factors can
be found in Table 4.16. Overall, respondents placed higher importance on Market
Opportunities (m = 3.94) than Personal-Family Pursuits (m = 3.10). Millennials gave the
highest importance to Personal-Family Pursuits (m = 3.26) and Market Opportunities (m
= 4.13). In contrast, Baby Boomers gave the lowest importance to Personal-Family
Pursuits (m = 3.01) and Market Opportunities (m = 3.84).
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Table 4.16
Entrepreneurial Goals by Age Cohort: Means and Standard Deviations
Dimensions

Personal-Family
Pursuits

Market
Opportunities

Items

N

Mean

Standard Deviation

Millennial

37

3.26

0.804

Generational X

118

3.21

0.827

Baby Boomer

227

3.01

0.825

Silent

28

3.09

0.727

Total

410

3.10

0.825

Millennial

37

4.13

0.759

Generational X

119

4.05

0.816

Baby Boomer

230

3.84

0.825

Silent

27

4.03

0.744

Total

413

3.94

0.818

Factor Analysis of Work Characteristics
Upon running the factor analysis in SPSS, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)
Measure of Sampling Adequacy was used to measure the strength of the partial
correlation between the work characteristics variables. The following results, see Table
4.17, show that the KMO and Bartlett’s test indicate the acceptability of commencing
with the factor analysis.
Table 4.17
KMO and Bartlett’s tests, Work Characteristics
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling
Adequacy.
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity

Approx. Chi-Square
df
Sig.
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0.825
1472.682
55
<.001

The researcher postulated a smaller set of unobserved variables or constructs
underlying the 20 work characteristic items used in the questionnaire scale and influenced
by Morgeson and Humphrey (2006). Running exploratory factor analysis in SPSS
(principal axis factoring with varimax rotation) of these 20 items, the researcher
determined three underlying agritourism work characteristic factors. A model of this
factor analysis can be found in the Figure below.
Figure 4.3
Exploratory Factor Analysis Model: Work Characteristics

WC1
WC3
WC4
WC5
=3
WC6
WC7
EG1
1
WC8
EG1
WC9
1
EG1
WC10
WC11
1WC12
WC13
WC14
WC15
WC16
WC17
WC18
WC19
WC20

U1

Work Characteristics

U2

U3

The items that loaded the least on their respective factor or cross-loaded
substantially across factors were deleted, resulting in 11 variables factored into three
dimensions. The researcher then measured to what extent the three underlying factors
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account for the variance of the 11 items by finding the proportions of variance accounted
for by each item, see the following Table.
Table 4.18
Initial Factor Matrix: Work Characteristics

1

Factor
2

3

Muscular endurance

0.451

0.482

0.251

Physical effort

0.635

0.505

0.102

Use of different equipment

0.518

0.334

0.083

Requires depth of knowledge

0.475

0.236

-0.071

Requires unique ideas

0.642

0.118

-0.001

Chance to get to know other people

0.733

-0.153

-0.445

Great deal of interaction outside the organization

0.604

-0.153

-0.315

Opportunity to develop close friendships

0.507

-0.068

-0.224

Decide on order I do the work

0.592

-0.495

0.354

Complete the work I started

0.549

-0.315

0.24

0.56

-0.345

0.184

Opportunity for freedom
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.
3 factors extracted. 17 iterations required.

A Varimax with Kaiser Normalization rotation method was used to simplify the
items further. Table 4.19 shows the rotated factor matrix. These items were clustered into
the three factors defined by the highest loadings.
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Table 4.19
Rotated Factor Matrix: Work Characteristics

physical effort

1
0.784

muscular endurance

0.701

use of different equipment

0.581

requires unique ideas

0.465

requires a depth of knowledge

0.437

Factor
2

chance to get to know other people

0.816

interaction outside the organization

0.637

opportunity to develop close friendships

0.492

3

decide on the order I do the work

0.829

complete the work I started

0.629

opportunity for freedom

0.622

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
Rotation converged in 5 iterations.

Table 4.20 shows how the variance is divided among the 11 possible factors. The
first three factors have eigenvalues greater than one, indicating these factors' usefulness.
Eigenvalues refer to the variance accounted for in terms of the number of "items' worth"
of variance each explains. These first three underlying factors explain 49.7% of the
variance. This is the cumulative percentage of variance accounted for by the current and
preceding factors.
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Table 4.20
Total Variance Explained: Work Characteristics
Extraction Sums of Squared
Rotation Sums of Squared
Initial Eigenvalues
Loadings
Loadings
% of Cumulative
% of Cumulative
% of Cumulative
Total
Variance
%
Total
Variance
%
Total
Variance
%
Factor
1
4.116
37.420 37.420
3.637 33.060 33.060
1.984
18.039 18.039
2
1.641
14.914 52.334
1.184 10.761 43.821
1.756
15.963 34.002
3
1.088
9.887
62.221
0.649 5.902
49.723
1.729
15.721 49.723
4
0.807
7.338
69.559
5
0.656
5.960
75.520
6
0.599
5.446
80.965
7
0.566
5.147
86.113
8
0.456
4.144
90.257
9
0.394
3.584
93.841
10
0.371
3.370
97.211
11
0.307
2.789
100.000
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.

These three underlying factors with items can be found in Table 4.21. These three
underlying factors were labeled Knowledge & Contextual Characteristics, Social
Characteristics, and Task Characteristics based on the general theme. For ease of
analysis, the previous related dimensions, as identified by Morgeson and Humphrey
(2006), are included in the second column. Means and standard deviations by item are
also included.
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Table 4.21
Work Characteristics, Means and Standard Deviation

Dimension

Dimensions,
Morgeson
and
Humphrey
(2006)
Knowledge
Characteristics

N

Mean

Standard
Deviation

414

4.43

0.681

The job requires unique
ideas or solutions to
problems.
The job involves the use of a
variety of different
equipment.

Knowledge
Characteristics

414

4.49

0.666

Contextual
Characteristics

414

4.21

0.865

The job requires a lot of
physical effort.

Contextual
Characteristics

414

4.50

0.633

The job requires a great deal
of muscular endurance.

Contextual
Characteristics

414

3.92

0.881

The job involves a great deal
of interaction with people
outside my organization.

Social
Characteristics

414

4.63

0.710

I have the opportunity to
develop close friendships in
my job.
I have the chance in my job
to get to know other people.

Social
Characteristics

414

4.13

0.829

Social
Characteristics

414

4.40

0.666

The job allows me to
complete work I start.

Task
Characteristics

414

4.14

0.812

The job gives me the
opportunity for
independence and freedom
in how I do the work.
The job allows me to decide
on the order in which things
are done on the job.

Task
Characteristics

414

4.40

0.716

414

4.19

0.842

Items
The job requires a depth of
knowledge and expertise.

Knowledge &
Contextual
Characteristics
Mean: 4.31
Standard
Deviation: 0.540

Social
Characteristics
Mean: 4.14
Standard
Deviation: 0.594

Task
Characteristics
Mean: 4.25
Standard
Deviation: 0.657

Task
Characteristics

Modified from The Work Design Questionnaire (Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006).
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Means and standard deviations by age cohort for the three underlying factors
(Knowledge & Contextual Characteristics, Social Characteristics, and Task
Characteristics) can be found in Table 4.22. There was low variation among the mean
scores of work characteristics between all age cohorts.
Table 4.22
Work Characteristics by Age Cohort: Means and Standard Deviations
Dimension

Age Cohort
N

Knowledge &
Contextual
Characteristics

Social Characteristics

Task Characteristics

Mean

Std. Deviation

Millennial

37

4.50

0.385

Gen X

119

4.33

0.652

Boomer

230

4.28

0.499

Silent

28

4.24

0.479

Total

414

4.31

0.540

Millennial

37

4.33

0.430

Gen X

119

4.21

0.703

Boomer

230

4.34

0.564

Silent

28

4.33

0.497

Total

414

4.30

0.594

Millennial

37

4.21

0.673

Gen X

119

4.16

0.750

Boomer

229

4.32

0.583

Silent

28

4.08

0.735

Total

413

4.25

0.657
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Reliability
This study used Cronbach's alpha reliabilities test (1951) to determine the internal
consistencies of the scale items used to measure work characteristics and entrepreneurial
goals. Internal consistency describes how all the items in a test measure the same concept
or construct. Internal consistency should be determined before a test can be employed for
research. (Streiner, 2003; Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). Cronbach's alpha measures
consistency on a scale of 0 to 1, where a Cronbach's alpha of 1.0 represents perfect
consistency. Generally accepted ranges of alpha are above 0.70. Ranges can be found in
Table 4.23 (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011; Hair et. al., 2003). The Cronbach’s alpha test was
performed in SPSS.
Table 4.23
The Cronbach’s Alpha Value

Cronbach's Alpha

Internal Consistency

α ≥ 0.9

Excellent

0.9 > α ≥ 0.8

Good

0.8 > α ≥ 0.7

Acceptable

0.7 > α ≥ 0.6

Questionable

0.6 > α ≥ 0.5

Poor

0.5 > α

Unacceptable

The researcher tested model variables for reliability, see Table 4.24. The two
dimensions of entrepreneurial goals (Personal-Family Pursuits and Market Opportunity)
were tested for reliability. Cronbach's alpha for the two underlying factors was above .80,
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indicating good internal consistency between items in each group. The three dimensions
of work characteristics (Knowledge & Contextual Characteristics, Social Characteristics,
and Task Characteristics) were tested for reliability. Cronbach's alpha for the three
underlying factors was above .70, indicating acceptable internal consistency between
items in each dimension.
Table 4.24
Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's
Alpha

Underlying Factors

Entrepreneurial
Goals

Work
Characteristics

Cronbach's
Alpha, Based on
Standardized
Items

N of
Items

Personal-Family Pursuits

0.888

0.892

8

Market Opportunities

0.817

0.826

5

Knowledge-Contextual
Characteristics

0.764

0.773

5

Social Characteristics

0.734

0.745

3

Task Characteristics

0.772

0.772

3

Normality
The researcher used the Skewness-Kurtosis normality tests to determine whether
the data set was modeled for normal distribution. The test is based on the difference
between the data's skewness and zero and kurtosis and three. Although some researchers
argue that data is normal if skewness is between ‐2 to +2 and kurtosis is between ‐7 to +7
(Hair et al., 2003), a general guideline for skewness is that if the number is greater than
+1 or lower than –1 it is an indication of a substantially skewed distribution. For kurtosis,
the general guideline is that if the number is greater than +1, the distribution is too
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peaked. Table 4.25 shows that values of the entrepreneurial goals variables (i.e.,
Personal-Family Pursuits, Market Opportunities) under skewness and kurtosis fall within
the normality range, indicating the test's acceptability.
Table 4.25
Skewness-Kurtosis Test for Normality: Entrepreneurial Goals

N

Valid

Personal-Family
Pursuits
409.00

Market Opportunities
413.00

5.00

1.00

Mean

3.54

3.94

Median

3.63

4.00

Mode

4.00

5.00

Std. Deviation

0.94

0.82

Skewness

-0.50

-0.70

Std. Error of Skewness

0.12

0.12

Kurtosis

-0.33

-0.08

Std. Error of Kurtosis

0.24

0.24

Sum

1447.50

1626.20

Missing

Table 4.26 shows that values of the work characteristics variables (i.e.,
Knowledge-Contextual Characteristics, Social Characteristics, Task Characteristics)
under skewness and kurtosis fall within the range of normality, which indicates the
acceptability of the test.
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Table 4.26
Skewness-Kurtosis Test for Normality: Work Characteristics

N

Valid

KnowledgeContextual
Social
Characteristics Characteristics
414.00
414.00

Task
Characteristics
413.00

0.00

0.00

1.00

Mean

4.31

4.30

4.25

Median

4.40

4.33

4.33

Mode

4.40

4.00

4.00

Std. Deviation

0.54

0.59

0.66

Skewness

-1.29

-1.07

-0.86

Std. Error of Skewness

0.12

0.12

0.12

Kurtosis

4.48

2.74

0.79

Std. Error of Kurtosis

0.24

0.24

0.24

Sum

1784.20

1781.33

1754.00

Missing

Model Testing
Model testing is the process of organizing knowledge about a given system. It is
used to test specific theoretically motivated research hypotheses using formal statistical
procedures. Analysis of data included homogeneity of variance tests, multivariate tests
(MANOVA), analysis of variance tests (ANOVA), and post hoc tests (i.e., Fishers LSD).
The following study model was created after variable reduction and was used to guide the
model testing.
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Figure 4.4
Study Model, Revised

Homogeneity of Variance Tests
Homogeneity of variance allows us to test the quality of the variables to see if
they are of the same kind (Green & Salkind, 2011). Levene’s test for equality of variance
was used to test if the study samples have equal variances. This test is recommended
when there is no equal number of observations in each cell.
H0: The study samples have equal variances.
H1: At least one population variance is different.
The researcher ran the test for entrepreneurial goals. Table 4.27 shows that the pvalue of every variable is greater than .05, indicating the variables of agritourism
operators' entrepreneurial goals have passed the assumption of homogeneity of variance.
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Table 4.27
Tests of Homogeneity of Variances: Entrepreneurial Goals
Levene
Statistic
.689
.598

df1

df2

p

3
3

406
406

.559
.616

Based on median and with
adjusted df

.598

3

402.222

.616

Based on trimmed mean

.680

3

406

.565

Based on Mean

.994

3

409

.396

Based on Median

.755

3

409

.520

Based on median and with
adjusted df

.755

3

407.575

.520

Based on trimmed mean

.851

3

409

.467

Based on Mean
Based on Median
Personal-Family Pursuits

Market Opportunities

The researcher also ran the test for work characteristics. Table 4.28 represents the
p-value of the Knowledge-Contextual Characteristics and Task Characteristics
dimensions greater than 0.05, indicating that the homogeneity of variance has been met.
However, the Social Characteristics dimension, p = .017, is consistent with the null
hypothesis and violates the assumption of homogeneity of variance. This impacts the
ability to trust the study results and validly draw inferences about the results. A
MANOVA is robust to this assumption where each cell has equal sample sizes. A oneway ANOVA should not be run for this dimension.
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Table 4.28
Tests of Homogeneity of Variances: Work Characteristics

KnowledgeContextual
Characteristics

Social
Characteristics

Task
Characteristics

df1

df2

p

Based on Mean

Levene
Statistic
2.182

3

410

.090

Based on Median

1.785

3

410

.149

Based on median and with

1.785

3

342.887

.150

Based on trimmed mean

1.675

3

410

.172

Based on Mean

3.444

3

410

.017

Based on Median

3.011

3

410

.030

Based on median and with

3.011

3

336.830

.030

Based on trimmed mean

3.340

3

410

.019

Based on Mean

2.600

3

409

.052

Based on Median

2.289

3

409

.078

Based on median and with

2.289

3

363.191

.078

2.492

3

409

.060

adjusted df

adjusted df

adjusted df
Based on trimmed mean

Multivariate Analysis of Variance Tests
To investigate the difference in agritourism operator's entrepreneurial goals (i.e.,
Personal-Family Pursuits, Market Opportunities) and work characteristics (i.e.,
Knowledge-Contextual Characteristics, Social Characteristics, Task Characteristics) by
age cohort, a one-way between-groups multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was
used. The following research question with hypothesis was tested.
RQ 1: Do agritourism operators’ entrepreneurial goals and work characteristics differ by
age cohort?
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H0: There is no significant difference in agritourism operators' entrepreneurial goals and
work characteristics among age cohorts.
H1: There are significant differences in agritourism operators’ entrepreneurial goals and
work characteristics among age cohorts.
Using Wilks' Lambda, the difference was statistically significant at the p < .05
level: F = 2.078, p = 0.009, see Table 4.29. Wilks' lambda is used to test whether
differences exist between the means of identified groups of subjects on a combination of
dependent variables. The null hypothesis that there is no difference in agritourism
operator's entrepreneurial goals and work characteristics (Personal-Family Pursuits,
Market Opportunities, Knowledge-Contextual Characteristics, Social Characteristics,
Task Characteristics) due to the age cohort was rejected. In this case, the independent
variable accounts for a large proportion of the variance. Thus, there is an effect from the
grouping.
Table 4.29
Multivariate Tests: Entrepreneurial Goals and Work Characteristics
Effect
Intercept

AgeCohorts

Pillai's Trace
Wilks' Lambda
Hotelling's Trace
Roy's Largest Root
Pillai's Trace
Wilks' Lambda
Hotelling's Trace
Roy's Largest Root

Value
0.979
0.021
47.044
47.044
0.075
0.926
0.079
0.068

F
3763.512b
3763.512b
3763.512b
3763.512b
2.053
2.078
2.101
5.445c

Hypothesis
df
Error df
Sig.
5
400
0
5
400
0
5
400
0
5
400
0
15
1206
0.01
15
1104.625 0.009
15
1196
0.008
5
402
<.001

b Exact statistic
c the statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level.
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Analysis of Variance Tests
The researcher then proceeded to conduct one-way variance analysis (ANOVA)
tests to investigate significant differences among the dependent variables. A one-way
ANOVA is a parametric test that compares the means of two or more independent groups
to determine whether statistical evidence indicates that the associated population means
are significantly different. The following research questions with hypotheses were tested.
RQ 2: If there are significant differences in agritourism operators’ entrepreneurial goals
among the age cohorts, what are those differences?
H0: There are no significant differences in agritourism operators’ Personal-Family
Pursuits goals among generational cohorts.
H1: Agritourism operators’ Personal-Family Pursuits goals differ among generational
cohorts.
H0: There are no significant differences in agritourism operators’ Market Opportunities
goals among generational cohorts.
H1: Agritourism operators’ Market Opportunities goals differ among generational
cohorts.
RQ 3: If there are differences in agritourism operators’ work characteristics among the
age cohorts, what are those differences?
H0: There are no significant differences in agritourism operators’ Knowledge-Contextual
Characteristics among age cohorts.
H1: Agritourism operators' Knowledge-Contextual Characteristics differ among
generational cohorts.
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H0: There are no significant differences in agritourism operators’ Social Characteristics
among age cohorts.
H1: Agritourism operators’ Social Characteristics differ among generational cohorts.
H0: There are no significant differences in agritourism operators’ Task Characteristics
among age cohorts.
H1: Agritourism operators' Task Characteristics differ among generational cohorts.
Age cohorts were found to have no significant effect on the entrepreneurial goal
variable group (dimension) Personal-Family Pursuits (F = 2.03; p = 0.109). Age cohorts
were found to significantly affect the entrepreneurial goal variable group (dimension)
Market Opportunities (F = 2.698; p = 0.045), see Table 4.30. The Null Hypothesis that
there are no differences in group means was rejected. Further tests were then run to
determine the factors driving the significance.
Table 4.30
Analysis of Variance Test: Entrepreneurial Goals
Sum of
Squares
Between Groups
4.069
PersonalFamily
Within Groups
271.261
Pursuits
Total
275.33
Between Groups
5.334
Market
Within Groups
269.494
Opportunities
Total
274.828
* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

df
3
406
409
3
409
412

Mean
Square
1.356
0.668
1.778
0.659

F
2.03

Sig.
0.109

2.698

0.045

Age cohorts were found to have no significant effect on the work characteristics
variable groups (dimensions) Knowledge-Contextual Characteristics (F = 1.973; p =
0.117), Social Characteristics (F = 1.278; p = 0.282), and Task Characteristics (F = 2.344;
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p = 0.073), see table 4.31. The Null hypothesis that there are no differences in group
means was confirmed.
Table 4.31
Analysis of Variance Test: Work Characteristics
Sum of
Squares
Between Groups
1.714
KnowledgeContextual
Within Groups
118.708
Characteristics Total
120.421
Between Groups
1.351
Social
Within Groups
144.484
Characteristics
Total
145.835
Between Groups
3.004
Task
Within Groups
174.694
Characteristics
Total
177.698
* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

df
3
410
413
3
410
413
3
409
412

Mean
Square
0.571
0.29

F
1.973

Sig.
0.117

0.45
0.352

1.278

0.282

1.001
0.427

2.344

0.073

Post Hoc Tests
Running a Post Hoc Test is not warranted if the results of the ANOVA are not
statistically significant. Therefore, a Post Hoc test was run on only one dependent
variable group (dimension), Market Opportunities. The post hoc test used the Fisher LSD
because it allowed the researcher to compare the individual error rate and the number of
comparisons to calculate the simultaneous confidence level for all confidence intervals,
see Table 4.32. Statistical differences were found in the entrepreneurial goal dimension
here. These differences showed that Market Opportunities are significantly more
important for Millennials and Generation X than for Baby Boomers.
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Table 4.32
Multiple Comparisons: Market Opportunities
Fisher's least significant difference (LSD)
Mean
Difference
Std.
(I) Age Cohorts
(I-J)
Error
Gen X
0.081
0.153
*
Boomer
.29147
0.144
Millennial
Silent
0.100
0.205
Millennial
-0.081
0.153
*
Boomer
.21048
0.092
Generation X
Silent
0.019
0.173
Millennial
-.29147*
0.144
*
Baby Boomer Gen X
-.21048
0.092
Silent
-0.191
0.165
Millennial
-0.100
0.205
Silent
Gen X
-0.019
0.173
Generation
Boomer
0.191
0.165
* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

Sig.
0.596
0.043
0.626
0.596
0.022
0.912
0.043
0.022
0.247
0.626
0.912
0.247

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
-0.219
0.381
0.009
0.574
-0.304
0.504
-0.381
0.219
0.030
0.391
-0.321
0.359
-0.574
-0.009
-0.391
-0.030
-0.516
0.133
-0.504
0.304
-0.359
0.321
-0.133
0.516

Summary and Transition
In Chapter 4, the researcher discussed participants' background information,
including participant and farm operation demographics and the model variables,
measures of the central tendency, data reduction, reliability tests, and normality tests. The
researcher then presented the model testing results, including MANOVA, ANOVA, and
additional paired comparison analyses. This data was analyzed using IBM SPSS 27.
Chapter 5 contains an overview of these findings, the study's theoretical and practical
implications, limitations, recommendations for future research, and a conclusion.
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CHAPTER FIVE
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION
This chapter is divided into four sections. The first section is an overview of the
findings related to the background information of the respondents as well as their
entrepreneurial goals and work characteristics by generational age cohorts. Section two
discusses theoretical and practical implications. Section three discusses limitations and
recommendations for future research. A conclusion is found in section four.
Overview of Findings
Interest in agritourism has grown due to several economic and non-economic
factors. This interest has resulted in calls for a better understanding of the agritourism
operator, their motivations, values, and needs. Researchers have responded with studies
investigating the entrepreneurial nature of the agritourism operator, including benefits,
goals, and related theories of motivation. This study addresses a gap in this research by
using the generational cohort perspective to compare four generations of agritourism
operators (i.e., Millennials, Generation X, Baby Boomers, and the Silent Generation) to
determine differences in entrepreneurial goals and work characteristics.
After creating entrepreneurial goal and work characteristic scales, the researcher
gathered data from 414 agritourism operators in the United States. Agritourism operator
background information collected reveals that most respondents belong to the Baby
Boomer generation (55.6%) and Generation X (28.7%). Millennials made up just 8.9% of
the survey respondents, while 6.8% of respondents belong to the Silent Generation. For
comparison, Millennials comprise the largest generational cohort in the U.S. workforce at
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35%, while Generation X and Baby Boomers make up 33% and 25% of the U.S.
workforce, respectively (Sjoerdsma, 2022). The Silent Generation is currently 2% of the
U.S. workforce. Given the current generational makeup of the U.S. workforce, combined
with increasing interest from new and beginning farmers (average age of 46.3 years),
(Carlisle et al., 2019), the demand for agriculture training programs and resources will
intensify in the coming years.
Agritourism operator background information also tells us that a higher
percentage of agritourism operators are female (54.6%) when compared to all U.S. farm
operators (36%) (USDA, 2017). Given the increasing roles of women in all of agriculture
(USDA, 2017) this number should also continue to rise. A large majority of agritourism
operators have achieved a higher level of education (74.6% holding a bachelor’s degree
or higher) when compared to all farm operators (38% completing a bachelor's degree or
higher) (USDA, 2017, Hernandez & Gabbard, 2019). Given the entrepreneurial nature of
farm diversification and agritourism, this finding is not surprising. Respondent’s
participation in agritourism trails showed that a large majority, 82.1%, did not participate
in a trail or route. As previously noted, this number was surprising given the popularity of
agritourism trails in recent years (Feeney et al., 2020). Background information also
showed low participation in industry or trade associations among the responding
agritourism operators. Reasons given among respondents ranged from lack of
government support to prohibitive costs. "No, they cost too much. Two years ago, after
paying expenses, salaries, etc., we made $830", Silent Generation respondent.
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Farm and agritourism operation background information collected reveals that
respondents have spent, on average, nearly 20 years at their current agritourism location.
This is comparable to the 21.3 years all farm operators have spent at their current location
(USDA, 2017). The average farm size of just over 216 acres (58.48 of which is dedicated
to agritourism) is significantly less than the average farm size of 444 acres among all
farms (USDA ERS, 2022). Farm experience and knowledge-driven activities were
dominant among the agritourism operations. Farm or educational tours were offered by
74.4% of the respondents, petting zoos and farm animal displays by 43.2% of the
respondents, and classes, seminars, or workshops by 38.6% of the respondents.
Traditional agritourism activities such as corn mazes, horseback riding, field rides, and upicks were offered much less.
As noted in Chapter 4, a cursory analysis of the activity comments found in the
survey produced interesting results, namely, that the older age cohorts (Silent Generation
& Baby Boomer) are more concerned with educating the public about environmental and
social causes than younger generations and are more likely to be involved with
environmentally conscious farm activities and educational experiences. For example, a
Baby Boomer respondent stated, "The operation is a community service. We are a
teaching farm and offer sustainable learning opportunities”. A Silent Generation
respondent explained, “Agritourism is a great chance to talk about climate change,
sustainable rural development, democracy, white privilege, organic food etc. We put our
ethics and values into our conversations."
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The exploration of Covid-19 pandemic effects on agritourism operations revealed
that more of these operations saw an increase in visits (n = 164; 39.6%) than a decrease
(n = 111; 26.8%). A Baby Boomer respondent succinctly stated, "Initially we were shut
down for three months. Now tourism is bigger than ever". Other noteworthy results
included canceling seasonal events (n = 161; 38.9%) and seeing significant increases in
consumer demand for certain items (n = 130; 31.4%). The comments section of this
category reveals innovative, opportunistic responses from all age cohorts. "Last year, we
were scrambling as our international guests had to cancel, and then those spots filled with
domestic guests, and now, we cannot keep up with the demand." It also reveals important
themes that should be expanded upon in future studies. These themes include greater
interest in food security and environmental impacts among older generational cohorts
(Silent Generation & Baby Boomers) and a greater interest in market opportunities
among younger generations (Millennials). One Silent Generation respondent commented
that the pandemic brought a “renewed interest in food security, growing and buying local,
and control of food chain locally”. Overall, the comments reflect resilience among the
responding agritourism operators. This resilience, in turn, is reflected in the
entrepreneurial nature required for this type of farm diversification.
The study found two underlying entrepreneurial goal dimensions of an
agritourism operator (i.e., Personal-Family Pursuits and Market Opportunities), as
opposed to the four goal dimensions used by Tew and Barbieri in their 2012 study (i.e.,
Personal Pursuits, Family Connections, Market Opportunities, Farm Profitability). The
set of items sharing common variance that made up this variable’s dimensions can be
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seen in Table 4.15. Among these items, educating the public about agriculture (Market
Opportunities dimension) was found most important to respondents, while making money
from a hobby or interest (Personal-Family Pursuits dimension) was found least important.
These findings can be explained, in part, by the large percentage of Baby Boomer and
Silent Generation respondents (n = 258; 62.4%) and their perceived interest in agriculture
education, service, and awareness. The findings can also be explained by the work
characteristics of the modern farm operator of all ages, including the business acumen
and entrepreneurial skillset required in today's farm economy. As one respondent noted,
"this is NOT a hobby - this is a business, and even smaller-scale operations should treat it
as such."
Agritourism operator's work characteristics were represented by three underlying
work characteristics dimensions (i.e., Knowledge-Contextual Characteristics, Social
Characteristics, Task Characteristics), as opposed to the four dimensions used by
Morgeson and Humphrey, 2006 (i.e., Knowledge Characteristics, Task Characteristics,
Social Characteristics, and Contextual Characteristics). The set of items sharing common
variance that made up this variable’s dimensions can be seen in Table 4.21. How
respondents agreed on these work characteristics for items in each of these dimensions
did not vary. Like the entrepreneurial goals findings, this too may be explained by the
business acumen and entrepreneurial skillset required in today’s farm economy. “We are
always reinventing our farm operations, which requires many skills, especially using
websites and social media. I hate that part! No such thing as part-time farming ranching".
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Hypothesis testing reveals significant differences in agritourism operators’
entrepreneurial goals and work characteristics due to age cohorts. This finding validates
the importance of shaping agritourism training and resources to better equip current and
future agritourism providers of different generations. Further, pairwise comparison post
hoc tests using the Fisher's LSD show significant differences between Baby Boomers and
Generation X and Baby Boomers and Millennials in the entrepreneurial goal variable
Market Opportunities. Younger generations were more concerned about the agritourism
operation's marketing and financial aspects. As a Millennial respondent noted, "we're
trying to pay off the farm as fast as possible. We are not making much money off any
type of farming or agritourism right now, so off-farm jobs are paying the mortgage”. This
finding is reflected in many of the comments left here by respondents, see Appendix E. In
addition, these findings may be explained, in part, by generational workplace and
lifestyle values and preferences found in the literature, including a respect for authority
and sacrifice among the Baby Boomer generation, self-reliance and need for structure
among the Generation X, and tenacity and entrepreneurial spirit among the Millennial
generation. (Tolbize, 2008; Schullery, 2013; Becton, 2014).
Implications of the Study
Results of this study indicate significant differences in extrinsic, market-related
goals among four age cohorts of agritourism operators (Millennials, Generation X, Baby
Boomers, and the Silent Generation). Additional analysis of this phenomenon reveals that
these significant differences are between Baby Boomers and Generation X and between
Baby Boomers and Millennials. These findings are reflected in the values, preferences,
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and attitudes among generational cohorts and go far in confirming the validity of
applying GCT to investigate the tourism and agriculture academies. Although the
weaknesses of GCT have been noted, the literature supports the findings and
recommendations found in this study by arguing that the concept of generation is vital to
understanding past, present, and future social-ecological systems (Costanza, 2012;
Corbisiero et al., 2022).
Theoretical Implications
This study's analysis was grounded on the rationale and principles fundamental to
the quantification of constructs using Likert-type scales. Findings were analyzed and
interpreted based on the context of the theoretical framework of generational cohort
theories, including workplace and lifestyle values and preferences by age cohort
(Inglehart, 1977; Howe & Strauss,1992); goal setting theories, including motivations and
task performance (Locke & Latham, 2012; Ryan & Deci, 2000); and theories of work
design, including the use of the WDQ as a measure of work characteristics (Hackman &
Oldham's, 1976; Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006; Hernaus & Vokic, 2014). Findings show
that entrepreneurial goals are not equally represented among different generational
cohorts of agritourism operators. While no significant differences were found between
the three underlying factors of work characteristics (Knowledge-Contextual
Characteristics, Social Characteristics, Task Characteristics) among age cohorts of
agritourism operators, the use of the WDQ as a general measurement tool has been
validated (Hernaus & Vokic, 2014).
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Exploring work characteristics by worker type goes far in understanding the
nature of work, including employees and entrepreneurs (Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006;
Humphrey et al., 2007; Moussa et al., 2017). Work characteristics, including social
networking, business skills, independence, achievement motivation, and internal locus of
control, have been shown to predict job training involvement efficiently. Future
investigation of the meaningfulness of work among agritourism operators is
recommended and must involve a deeper dive into these entrepreneurial farmers'
concepts, opinions, and experiences.
The literature has shown that the reasons for an agritourism operation involve
economic and non-economic goals. Researchers have posited these findings in theoretical
and practical frameworks and categorical lists (Nickerson et al., 2001; McGehee & Kim,
2004; Tew & Barbieri, 2012). The literature also shows that while economic goals are a
primary motivation for engaging in agritourism, non-economic goals are a necessary and
driving force. (Carpio et al., 2008; Quella et al., 2021). This study confirms income and
profitability as primary motivators for engaging in agritourism. Moreover, it realizes the
significance of the non-economic goals of the agritourism operator among age cohorts
and the intrinsic motivation that underlies it. In doing so, the use of GCT as a theoretical
framework to investigate the entrepreneurial nature of the agritourism operator
(entrepreneurial goals and work characteristics) is affirmed.
Practical Implications
Agritourism in the U.S. and globally has been tested in recent years with
unprecedented economic and social conditions and the effects of a global pandemic still
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lingering. Add to that the most diversified workforce in human history, and both the
agritourism provider and the practitioner will see challenges. As an agriculture educator
with nearly 20 years of experience, I have not always considered formative experiences
and aging processes when shaping the training and resources necessary to do my job.
Recent conditions have made me rethink this and other means of adequately equipping
the current and future agritourism operator, including creating a segmentation base for
agritourism training. As farm strategies and technologies continue to evolve in a rough
economy, so will the need for diversified educational tools specific to these efforts.
Likewise, as the large cohort of Baby Boomers retires from the agriculture workforce, the
Millennials, and even larger Generation Z cohorts behind them will demand greater
access to agriculture training programs and resources.
This research will help bring about social change by helping academics,
researchers, extension educators, practitioners, and farm service providers meet these
changing needs. As a research tool, GCT has proven effective in exploring the
agritourism operator and their entrepreneurial nature by age cohort. This model can be
applied to operators of other farm operations, including dairy, poultry, commercial, and
organic, to name a few. It can also be applied to other groups of operators facing barriers
in agriculture, including women, minorities, veterans, and new and beginning farmers.
Programs supporting these farm operators should take notice and gear their programmatic
efforts accordingly. Examples of these types of programs include those focused on young
and beginning farmers like the South Carolina New and Beginning Farmers Program
(https://www.clemson.edu/extension/newfarmer/index.html) and the Agribusiness Center
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for Research and Entrepreneurship (https://acre-sc.com/) as well as those empowering
women in agriculture like Annie’s Project (https://www.anniesproject.org/) and the South
Carolina Women’s Agriculture Network (https://www.clemson.edu/extension/scwgn/).
For convenience, an infographic of this study’s results can be found in Appendix L and
online at https://www.clemson.edu/cafls/faculty_staff/profiles/wculler.
Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research
The effects of American travel in the period of the COVID-19 pandemic may be
viewed as a limitation. The survey period for this study coincided with a period of
reluctant optimism among American travelers, with nearly 50% feeling things were
getting better in February of 2021, to increased anxiety from rising cases in March of
2021 (Destination Analysts, 2020). Interestingly, the literature shows that this March
2021 anxiety greatened among Millennial and Generation X travelers and lessoned
among Boomer travelers (Destination Analysts, 2020). The current study’s survey results
showed that only 5% of the respondents were not impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic.
Nearly 40% of the respondents indicated that they saw an increase in visits because of the
pandemic, while almost 40% had to cancel events and 8% completely close their physical
place of business. Future investigation outside of this pandemic era is recommended for
analysis and comparison.
The social desirability bias response was a limitation of this study's self-reported
survey protocol. This could have affected the validity of the questionnaire. Even though
the participants were assured of anonymity, research has shown that study participants
seek to provide answers that reflect positively on them (Adair, 1984). The research
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design was deemed a limitation. While quantitative research attempts to quantify
relationships between variables using hard data, qualitative research offers an in-depth
understanding of issues, perceptions, or behavior (Creswell, 2013). Using GCT, the
entrepreneurial nature of the agritourism operator should also be studied from multiple
qualitative perspectives. The comments sections in this study provided valuable
information about the nature of agritourism and age cohorts of agritourism operators.
Further evaluation of this data is called for. Future investigation of this phenomena
should include qualitative study design and methods including phenomenological,
ethnographic, grounded theory, historical, and case study approaches.
The study is limited to agritourism operators affiliated with a national travel
agency. Because the national travel agency has a tourism focus, the sampling frame
artifact was a limitation. Because the survey utilized a census, emailing all agritourism
operators affiliated with the travel agency, the inability to screen each respondent
beforehand was a limitation. Further, a 6% response rate should be noted as low for the
ability to generalize the results beyond the study. As a new Board member of the North
American Farmers Direct Marketing Association (NAFDMA), a membership-based nonprofit trade association with over 700 agritourism farm members located throughout
North America, I hope to replicate the survey in future studies using more robust
sampling frames to include agritourism operators providing direct sale, recreation,
entertainment, and leisure farm experiences.
The study utilized entrepreneurial goals and work characteristics to investigate
agritourism operators by age cohort. It was the first of its kind in the agriculture and

130

tourism academies. The lack of previous research may be viewed as a limitation. For
comparison, future studies of the agritourism operator using GTC could focus on more
traditional tourism and more traditional farming methods, including row crop and
livestock productions. GTC could also further ongoing research and programs to
empower women, minorities, and veterans in farming. You can look through many lenses
when looking at the agritourism operator's work characteristics and entrepreneurial goals.
This study chose age cohorts. Following the findings in this study, other studies could use
lenses of environmentally responsible agriculture and tourism, gender equality, social
justice, and educating the public, to name a few.
Conclusion
It is noted that the data that a statistical test examines is only as good as the data it
explores. The statistical analysis produced by researchers that collect data using incorrect
or biased techniques will be deceptive. The statistical methods do not study the nature of
the phenomenon, which cannot be expressed in quantitative terms. Often, the sample size
may not be enough to predict a big decision for the agritourism operators. When a test
shows that a difference is not statistically significant, it could be significant in practical
life. Model testing shows that age cohort analysis can determine differences in
agritourism operators’ entrepreneurial goals and work characteristics among age cohorts.
Additional testing shows that those significant differences are found among agritourism
operators’ market opportunity goals. Post Hoc tests using the Fishers LSD found
statistical differences between Baby Boomers and Generation X and between Baby
Boomers and Millennials, confirming that the use of generational cohort analysis allows
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one to pinpoint how age cohorts of agritourism operators differ for market-related goals.
These findings further confirm the literature specific to generational cohort values and
preferences. Additionally, these findings are supported by the limited qualitative analysis
employed in this survey.
Findings show that because one agritourism operator's motivations may be
different than those of another, understanding how different formative experiences
interact with the lifecycle and aging processes is crucial to farm service providers and
practitioners as changing generational values, and attitudes demand a more skilled and
accomplished workforce. In her work exploring generational learning styles, Coates notes
that "trainers have become aware that there are substantial generational differences, not
only in attitudes about work but in attitudes about learning and in preferences for how
learning takes place" (2007, p. 10). By understanding these generational differences and
how they affect workplace training, academics, researchers, extension educators, and
practitioners can develop better methods of instruction that most effectively reach each
learner.
It is said that the generational divide is society's new battleground, pitting Baby
Boomers against Millennials and everyone in between. The data in this study confirms
this divide between older generations of agritourism operators and younger generations
of agritourism operators regarding values and preferences specific to the workplace.
Future investigation of this and the learning processes required to address it is defensible.
This concept of generations and the use of GCT is messy. As such, it is recommended
that any future investigation involve the creation of new hypotheses, concepts, and
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theories using qualitative research methods, allowing the researcher to gain a fuller, more
robust picture of its potential implications.
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APPENDIX A
The Work Design Questionnaire
Task Characteristics
Work Scheduling Autonomy
1. The job allows me to make my own decisions about how to schedule my work
2. The job allows me to decide on the order in which things are done on the job
3. The job allows me to plan how I do my work
Decision-Making Autonomy
1. The job gives me a chance to use my personal initiative or judgment in carrying out the
work.
2. The job allows me to make a lot of decisions on my own.
3. The job provides me with significant autonomy in making decisions.
Work Methods Autonomy
1. The job allows me to make decisions about what methods I use to complete my work
2. The job gives me considerable opportunity for independence and freedom in how I do
the work.
3. The job allows me to decide on my own how to go about doing my work
Task Variety
1. The job involves a great deal of task variety
2. The job involves doing several different things
3. The job requires the performance of a wide range of tasks
4. The job involves performing a variety of tasks
Task Significance
1. The results of my work are likely to significantly affect the lives of other people
2. The job itself is very significant and important in the broader scheme of things
3. The job has a large impact on people outside the organization
4. The work performed on the job has a significant impact on people outside the
organization
Task Identity
1. The job involves completing a piece of work that has an obvious beginning and end
2. The job is arranged so that I can do an entire piece of work from beginning to end
3. The job provides me the chance to completely finish the pieces of work I begin
4. The job allows me to complete work I start
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Feedback from Job
1. The work activities themselves provide direct and clear information about the
effectiveness (e.g., quality and quantity) of my job performance
2. The job itself provides feedback on my performance
3. The job itself provides me with information about my performance
Knowledge Characteristics
Job Complexity
1. The job requires that I only do one task or activity at a time (reverse scored)
2. The tasks on the job are simple and uncomplicated (reverse scored)
3. The job comprises relatively uncomplicated tasks (reverse scored)
4. The job involves performing relatively simple tasks (reverse scored)
Information Processing
1. The job requires me to monitor a great deal of information.
2. The job requires that I engage in a large amount of thinking
3. The job requires me to keep track of more than one thing
at a time 4. The job requires me to analyze a lot of information.
Problem Solving
1. The job involves solving problems that have no obvious correct answer
2. The job requires me to be creative.
3. The job often involves dealing with problems that I have not met before
4. The job requires unique ideas or solutions to problems.
Skill Variety
1. The job requires a variety of skills
2. The job requires me to utilize a variety of different skills in order to complete the work
3. The job requires me to use a number of complex or high-level skills
4. The job requires the use of a number of skills
Specialization
1. The job is highly specialized in terms of purpose, tasks, or activities
2. The tools, procedures, materials, and so forth used on this
job are highly specialized in terms of purpose
3. The job requires very specialized knowledge and skills
4. The job requires a depth of knowledge and expertise
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Social Characteristics
Social Support
1. I have the opportunity to develop close friendships in my job
2. I have the chance in my job to get to know other people
3. I have the opportunity to meet with others in my work
4. My supervisor is concerned about the welfare of the people that work for him/her
5. People I work with take a personal interest in me
6. People I work with are friendly
Initiated Interdependence
1. The job requires me to accomplish my job before others complete their job.
2. Other jobs depend directly on my job.
3. Unless my job gets done, other jobs cannot be completed
Received Interdependence
1. The job activities are greatly affected by the work of other people
2. The job depends on the work of many different people for its completion
3. My job cannot be done unless others do their work
Interaction Outside Organization
1. The job requires spending a great deal of time with people outside my organization
2. The job involves interaction with people who are not members of my organization
3. On the job, I frequently communicate with people who do not work for the same
organization as I do
4. The job involves a great deal of interaction with people outside my organization
Feedback from Others
1. I receive a great deal of information from my manager and coworkers about my job
performance
2. Other people in the organization, such as managers and coworkers, provide
information about the effectiveness (e.g., quality and quantity) of my job performance
3. I receive feedback on my performance from other people in my organization (such as
my manager or coworkers)
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Contextual Characteristics
Ergonomics
1. The seating arrangements on the job are adequate (e.g., ample opportunities to sit,
comfortable chairs, good postural support)
2. The workplace allows for all size differences between people in terms of clearance,
reach, eye height, leg room, etc.
3. The job involves excessive reaching (reverse scored)
Physical Demands
1. The job requires a great deal of muscular endurance
2. The job requires a great deal of muscular strength
3. The job requires a lot of physical effort
Work Conditions
1. The workplace is free from excessive noise
2. The climate at the workplace is comfortable in terms of temperature and humidity.
3. The job has a low risk of accident.
4. The job takes place in an environment free from health hazards (e.g., chemicals, fumes,
etc.)
5. The job occurs in a clean environment.
Equipment Use
1. The job involves the use of a variety of different equipment.
2. The job involves the use of complex equipment or technology
3. A lot of time was required to learn the equipment used on the job
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APPENDIX B
Study Questionnaire: Primary Survey
Examining Agritourism Operators Goals and Work Characteristics
Q1
How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your job as an
agritourism operator?
Strongly
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

My job
involves
performing
complex
tasks

o

o

o

o

o

My job
allows me
the
opportunity
to interact
with others

o

o

o

o

o

My job
workplaces
are free from
excessive
noise

o

o

o

o

o

My job
affords me
the respect of
the people I
work with

o

o

o

o

o

My job
occurs in a
clean
environment

o

o

o

o

o

170

My job
allows me the
opportunity
to develop
close
friendships

o

o

o

o

o

My job
significantly
affects the
lives of other
people

o

o

o

o

o

My job
involves the
use of a
variety of
different
farm
equipment

o

o

o

o

o

My job
requires me
to utilize a
variety of
different
skills

o

o

o

o

o

My job
requires
physical
effort

o

o

o

o

o
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Q2
How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your job as an
agritourism operator? …. Continued
Strongly
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

My job
requires a
depth of
farm
knowledge

o

o

o

o

o

My job
requires a
great deal of
muscular
endurance

o

o

o

o

o

My job gives
me the
chance to get
to know
other people

o

o

o

o

o

My job
requires
unique
solutions to
problems

o

o

o

o

o

My job gives
me
opportunity
for freedom
in how I do
my work

o

o

o

o

o
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My job
involves
interaction
with people
off the farm

o

o

o

o

o

My job
involves
doing several
different
things

o

o

o

o

o

My job
allows me to
complete
work I start

o

o

o

o

o

My job
allows me to
decide on the
order in
which things
are done

o

o

o

o

o

My job
requires me
to monitor a
great deal of
information

o

o

o

o

o

Page Break

173

Q3
How important are the following potential benefits of agritourism to you as an
agritourism operator?
Not
Important

Somewhat
Important

Important

Very
Important

Extremely
Important

Agritourism
helps capture
new
customers

o

o

o

o

o

Agritourism
decreases
fluctuations
in my farm
revenues

o

o

o

o

o

Agritourism
allows me to
better utilize
my farm
resources
(e.g.,
buildings,
labor)

o

o

o

o

o

Agritourism
educates the
public about
agriculture
and the
environment

o

o

o

o

o

Agritourism
allows me to
better serve
my current
customers

o

o

o

o

o
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Agritourism
increases the
direct sale of
my valueadded
agricultural
products
(e.g., jellies,
honey)

o

o

o

o

o

Agritourism
reduces the
financial
impacts of
catastrophic
events (e.g.,
floods,
pandemic)

o

o

o

o

o

Agritourism
helps to keep
the farm in
the family

o

o

o

o

o

Agritourism
keeps me
active

o

o

o

o

o

175

Q4
How important are the following potential benefits of agritourism to you as an
agritourism operator? … Continued
Not
Important

Somewhat
Important

Important

Very
Important

Extremely
Important

Agritourism
provides
employment
for family
members

o

o

o

o

o

Agritourism
enhances my
ability to
meet
financial
obligations
(e.g., debt)

o

o

o

o

o

Agritourism
allows me to
make money
from my
hobby

o

o

o

o

o

Agritourism
enhances the
quality of
life for me or
my family

o

o

o

o

o

Agritourism
allows me to
participate in
my local
tourism
industry

o

o

o

o

o
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Information about your Agritourism Operation

Q5
Is your agritourism operation located on a working farm?

o Yes
o No
Q6
Where is your agritourism operation located? (Enter the 5-digit zip code below)

o zip code ________________________________________________
Q7
How long has this agritourism operation been open?
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Years
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Q8
Which of the following activities do you offer on your farm? (Select all that apply).

▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢

Accommodations, stays
Biking trails
Classes seminars or workshops
Corn maze or other mazes
Cultural or historic exhibits (e.g., tractor shows, antiques)
Farm/Educational tours
Festivals, events (e.g., harvest festival)
Field rides (e.g., wagon, tractor or hayrides)
Fishing for a fee
Hiking Trails
Holiday-related activities (e.g., haunted house, Christmas hot-cocoa rides)
Horseback riding
Observation of agricultural processes (e.g., cider mill, grits mill)
On-farm food service
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▢ Paid or customized hunting tours
▢ Petting zoos or farm animal displays
▢ Pumpkin Patch
▢ Rodeos, cowboy camps or activities
▢ Shows/Concerts
▢ U-pick or U-harvest (e.g., berries, Christmas trees)
▢ Wildlife observation (e.g., bird watching)
▢ Winery tastings/tours
▢
Other (please specify)
________________________________________________
Q9
Is your operation a part of an agritourism trail or route?

o Yes
o No
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Q10
Are you a member of an industry or trade association? (Select all that apply)

▢
▢
▢
board)

State agritourism association
National agritourism association (e.g., NAFDMA)
Local or regional tourism organization (e.g., visitors bureau, tourism

▢
Other (please specify)
________________________________________________
▢

No
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Q11
How is your agritourism operation being impacted by the COVID-19 virus? (Select
all that apply)

▢ We have completely closed our physical place of business
▢ We have had to cancel seasonal events
▢ We have adjusted our hours of operation
▢ We have seen a decrease in visits
▢ We have seen an increase in visits
▢
We are experiencing significant increases in consumer demand for certain
items (or donations if you are a non-profit)
▢
We are experiencing significant decreases in consumer demand for certain
items (or donations if you are a non-profit)
▢ We are starting to restrict spending because of uncertainty
▢
We have seen a change in our target market (e.g., loss of school tours,
creation of virtual programming)
▢
Other (please specify)
________________________________________________
▢

No impact
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Q12
Which of the following describes the paid or unpaid staff at your agritourism
operation? (Select all that apply)

▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢

Hired labor
Friends
Spouse
Sibling(s)
Extended family members
Children/Grandchildren
Parents/Grandparents
Business partners
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Q13
Which of the following best describes the business structure of your agritourism
operation?

o Individual ownership
o Family farm (e.g., non-incorporated)
o Partnership
o Incorporated farm
o LLC
o Other (please specify)

________________________________________________

Q14
How far is your agritourism location from a city of at least 50,000 people?

o Less than 10 miles
o 10 – 29 miles
o 30 – 49 miles
o 50 miles or more
o We are in a 50,000+ pop. city
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Q15
How far is your agritourism location from a paved highway?

o We are located on a paved highway
o Less than 1 mile
o 1– 9 miles
o 10 miles or more
Q16
What is the total acreage of your farm, including acres that you own or rent?

o acres ________________________________________________
Q17
How many acres does your agritourism operation encompass?

o acres ________________________________________________
Page Break
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Information about you as an Agritourism Operator

Q18
What is your age as of March 1, 2021
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Years

Q19
How long have you worked in agritourism? (e.g., owner, employee, volunteer, or
other)
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Years

Q20
How long have you worked in agritourism at your current location?
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Years
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Q21
Which of the following best describes your current employment situation? (Select all
that apply)

▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
years)
▢
less)

Work full-time outside of farming (Agritourism on the side)
Work part-time outside of farming (Agritourism on the side)
Full-time farmer
Part-time farmer
Full-time agritourism operator
Part-time agritourism operator
Retired
First generation farmer
Experienced farmer (have operated a farm or ranch for more than 10

New and beginning farmer (have operated a farm or ranch for 10 years or

186

Q22
What is the highest degree or level of education you have completed?

o Some High School
o High School
o Bachelor's Degree
o Master's Degree
o Ph.D. or higher
o Trade School
o Prefer not to say
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Q23
What is your race/ethnicity (Select all that apply)

▢ American Indian or Alaska Native
▢ Asian
▢ Black or African American
▢ Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
▢ White
▢ Latino/Latinx
▢
Other (please specify)
________________________________________________
▢

Prefer not to say

Q24
What is your gender?

o Female
o Male
o Other
o Prefer not to say
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Q25
Are you married?

o Yes
o No
o Prefer not to say
Q26
If you have any further comments about your job as an Agritourism Operator, your goals
or work characteristics, please enter them in the box below.
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________

Page Break
Q27
Click HERE to enter your information for a $100 gift card.
End of Block: Block 2
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APPENDIX C
Informed Consent
Examining Agritourism Operators Goals and Job Characteristics
Extension Agent and Ph.D. Candidate Will Culler is inviting you to volunteer for this
national study. A Senior Agent with Clemson University's Cooperative Extension
Service, his work focuses on agritourism and small farm business development.
You've been identified as a potential agritourism operator in the United States. This study
will collect data from agritourism operators in the United States to determine if
differences in their job characteristics influence their entrepreneurial goals.
This study will ultimately contribute to researchers, practitioners, and farm service
providers’ training and resources to more adequately equip current and future agritourism
operators. Your participation will involve conducting your regularly scheduled
agritourism event.
Your part in the study will be to complete the following survey.
By completing this survey, you will be allowed to enter to win one of three
$100 cash cards to be drawn at random.
VOLUNTARY CONSENT: Participation is voluntary, and the only alternative is to not
participate. You may at any time decide not to be in the study or to stop taking part in the
study.
PARTICIPATION TIME: It will take you approximately 10-15 minutes to complete this
survey.
RISKS: There are no known risks associated with this research.
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POSSIBLE BENEFITS: This research may help us to better understand agritourism
training methods and opportunities for farmers of all ages.
PROTECTION OF PRIVACY AND CONFIDENTIALITY: The results of this study
may be published in scientific journals, professional publications, or educational
presentations.
The information collected during the study could be used for future research studies or
distributed to another investigator for future research studies without additional informed
consent from the participants or legally authorized representative. No identifiable private
information will be collected on the survey.
CONTACT INFORMATION: If you have any questions or concerns about your rights in
this research study, please contact the Clemson University Office of Research
Compliance (ORC) at 864-656-0636 or irb@clemson.edu. If you are outside of the
Upstate South Carolina area, please use the ORC’s toll-free number, 866-297-3071. The
Clemson IRB will not be able to answer some study-specific questions. However, you
may contact the Clemson IRB if the research staff cannot be reached or if you wish to
speak with someone other than the research staff.
If you have any study-related questions or if any problems arise, please contact Will
Culler at Clemson University at wculler@clemson.edu.
CONSENT: By participating in the study, you indicate that you have read the information
written above, been allowed to ask any questions, and you are voluntarily choosing to
take part in this research. You do not give up any legal rights by taking part in this
research study.
•
I have read the procedure outlined above and I voluntary AGREE to
participate
•

I have read the procedure outlined above and I DO NOT AGREE to
participate
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APPENDIX D
Email Contact Cover Letters: Primary Survey

Pre-notification e-mail cover letter with the web survey link
From: wculler@surveys.clemson.edu
From Name: Clemson Cooperative Extension
Reply-To Email: wculler@clemson.edu
Subject: Agritourism Research Study
Extension Agent & Ph.D. Candidate Will Culler is inviting you to participate in a
national agritourism study. By taking a few minutes to fill out this anonymous survey you
will have the opportunity to enter a drawing to win a $100 cash card.
Results from this study will be shared with participants upon its completion.
Follow this link to the Survey:
${l://SurveyLink?d=Take the Survey}
Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser:
${l://SurveyURL}
Follow the link to opt-out of future emails:
${l://OptOutLink?d=Click here to unsubscribe}
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Thank you/reminder e-mail cover letter
From: wculler@surveys.clemson.edu
From Name: Clemson Cooperative Extension
Reply-To Email: wculler@clemson.edu
Subject: Thank You! Agritourism Research Study
Thank you for participating in my agritourism research! Results of my study should be
completed in or around November 2021 and will be shared using your email on file.

Follow the link to opt out of future emails:
${l://OptOutLink?d=Click here to unsubscribe}}
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Second e-mail cover letter with the survey link
From: wculler@surveys.clemson.edu
From Name: Clemson Cooperative Extension
Reply-To Email: wculler@clemson.edu
Subject: Agritourism Research Study
Extension Agent & Ph.D. Candidate Will Culler is inviting you to participate in a
national agritourism survey. By completing this 10-minute survey you will have the
opportunity to enter a drawing to win a $100 cash card.
Follow this link to the Survey:
${l://SurveyLink?d=Take the Survey}
Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser:
${l://SurveyURL}
Follow the link to opt-out of future emails:
${l://OptOutLink?d=Click here to unsubscribe}
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A third e-mail with the survey link
From: wculler@surveys.clemson.edu
From Name: Clemson Cooperative Extension
Reply-To Email: wculler@clemson.edu
Subject: Agritourism Research Study, Extension Service – last chance
Agritourism Operator,
I want to thank you in advance for giving 10 minutes of your time to complete this
survey. Agritourism is very near and dear to me and I will continue to do everything in
my power as an Extension Agent and researcher to bring needed training and resources to
the field. My data collection is winding down and I have gotten a fantastic response from
across the country to date.
Don't forget, at the end of the survey you will be asked to register to win one of three
$100 gift cards to be drawn at random.
Thanks Again
Follow this link to the Survey:
${l://SurveyLink?d=Take the Survey}
Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser:
${l://SurveyURL}
Follow the link to opt-out of future emails:
${l://OptOutLink?d=Click here to unsubscribe}
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APPENDIX E
Comments Section: Responses by Age Cohort
If you have any further comments about your job as an Agritourism Operator, your goals
or work characteristics, please enter them in the box below.
Age Cohort
1. Millennials
2. Millennials
3. Millennials
4. Generation X
5. Generation X

6. Generation X
7. Generation X
8. Generation X
9. Generation X
10. Generation X
11. Generation X

12. Generation X

Comment
A series of questions asked for the level of importance rather than
agree/disagree. The topics were important to me, but the impact
of agritourism in those areas is not always as important.
We, my mom and I, enjoy sharing information and the animals
with anyone. Anyone wanting to learn or experience farm
animals for the first time or 500th time.
We're trying to pay off the farm as fast as possible. We're not
making much money off any type of farming or agritourism right
now, so off farm jobs are paying the mortgage.
Best job ever!
Best job I've ever had! I'd never grown a pumpkin in my life until
I started farming in 2012, so I've learned everything the hard way.
My only regret is that I didn't start sooner. However, with a
divorce 4 years ago and a lot of struggles in between, I've had to
get another FT job off the farm. Steady income and healthcare
benefits are an issue for all small business owners I farmers, I
think. Not to mention, planning for retirement.
could gather better feedback if comments were available for each
question, some questions were worded in ways to drive the
answer.
creative outlet
Husband &amp; Wife 50/50 ownership of business. Husband
works full-time outside of home as well as part-time at business.
Wife works full-time at business.
I am the 4 generation of my family to grow apples in this area.
My dad farmed over 500 acres of apples before NAFTA but now
we only farm 100 acres and sell 100% with Agritourism.
I have 2 Associate Degrees, that wasn't an option on your
education level.
I have been farming as the 3rd generation on my family farm for
nearly 40 years, we started agrotourism when my father retired as
a way to diversify which has been crucial in keeping the farm a
viable business operation.
I love that our vineyard has become an agritourism spot in our
small, rural county in Florida. Our county (Jackson) has finally
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13. Generation X
14. Generation X

15. Generation X
16. Generation X

17. Generation X
18. Generation X
19. Generation X

20. Generation X

21. Generation X

22. Boomers
23. Baby Boomers
24. Baby Boomers
25. Baby Boomers
26. Baby Boomers

caught on and is doing a better job of promoting local farms and
agribusinesses as attractions.
I quit a corporate job at the age of 40 in the retail banking field to
join my parent's business. My sister shortly after quitting her
corporate job to join as well.
I would like to find a program that supports mentoring young
people who have the energy to farm, but no land. I will let them
use my land for free if they want to work it but can't find anyone
willing to do it.
I'm sorry that my Associates Degree is not considered a category.
Our farm is primarily agritourism. We do not have a production
crop. We have a certified micro dairy that provides all of the
dairy for our farm to table products that we sell from the farm and
online.
Our ranch burned in the Bobcat Fire in September 2020, and we
aren't sure if we will resume agritourism activities in the near
future.
Veteran
We are a 2nd generation family (and veteran) owned blueberry
farm. Two years ago, my husband and I took over the family
business from my aging parents. We didn’t want to sell the farm
since it is a beautiful piece of property. However, it needs some
upgrades and management changes to become profitable again.
Agro tourism (post COVID) is one area we would like to expand.
We are growing into dairy and dairy sales to further diversify our
operation after feeling the pains of our business of hunting being
closed down in the pandemic. Food production sold directly to
the customer is a constant need and should always be revenue to
count on.
We have associates degrees in health care - which allows us to
make money in the off season to support the farm. We sold our
dairy animals and are converting to grass fed beef which will take
another 2-3 years to reach full operation size. We operate the
largest maze in New England as well as a popular haunted event
that sells out every year.
Agritourism is a unique way to provide additional income streams
for a ranch or farm. Diversity is the key.
Before Covid - we periodically would take alpacas to senior
facilities, schools, festivals &amp; parades.
Camping is a lucrative extra
Cannot expand agritourism beyond PYO due to restrictive zoning
Enjoy the wonders of nature!
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27. Baby Boomers
28. Boomers
29. Boomers

30. Boomers
31. Boomers
32. Baby Boomers
33. Baby Boomers
34. Baby Boomers
35. Baby Boomers

36. Baby Boomers

37. Boomers

Excellent, and necessary, program. It has helped us very
significantly.
Farm was previously owned by my in-laws
Farming has been a part time operation until a couple years ago
when we decided to sink a ton of money into our farm and start to
expand. 2020 was a terrible year - lost a ton of our fruit to frost.
Hoping 2021 is better.
For question on employment, I work on the farm as farmer,
administrator, manager. No outside employment.
For the first 20 years we were in Agritourism but just in the last
20 years we have thought of it as "agritourism"
Hard work, long hours not much time off but totally satisfying! I
have met the most amazing people and heard some incredible
stories. Truly priceless.
Have tried in vain to get my county and state governments to
support agritourism. They just don't "get it."
I am widowed. My husband and I operated our emu farm for
over 20 years.
I believe agritourism has not reached its full potential. Many
people are familiar with corn mazes and activities for children.
Agritourism has a far way to go to be seen as a viable
recreation/exercise/nature preserve for use by adults.
I don’t know if you want to include my results in your study. My
farm direct markets all of its produce either through farmers
markets or U pick. In 2020 the spread was 83% U Pick, 15%
farmers market, 2% misc. Farmer’s market sales took the biggest
hit with Covid restrictions.
My concern, though is that we have never considered ourselves
agritourism. We have no elements available to the customer to
qualify as agritourism. We simply offer U pick as a way for
customers to skip the middleman and thereby save some money
by picking their own fruit. The reverse of this is true for us, we
save on overhead, no transportation to market, market fees, etc.,
so we are able to charge less for our fruit at U pick.
There is no cover charge, parking fee, bag, bucket, box fee. No
entertainment or education element. Our farms U pick is purely a
consideration of economics, nothing else. Putting a one size fits
all shoe of labeling all U picks as Agritourism needs to stop.
Thanks, Les
I enjoy sharing the farm and my knowledge of agriculture with
the public and children. There are very few opportunities for the
public to experience a working farm firsthand
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38. Boomers
39. Boomers

40. Baby Boomers
41. Baby Boomers
42. Baby Boomers
43. Baby Boomers

44. Baby Boomers
45. Baby Boomers
46. Boomers
47. Boomers

48. Boomers
49. Boomers

I love the freedom and creativity and problem solving, and the
relationships that this job has given to me
I plan and execute the corn maze each year. Husband and
daughter assist with physical work. Daughter, family, and friends
help on days we are open to the public. I have three friends who
assist with school groups who visit.
I teach pretzel making classes, fruit-based dessert classes, molten
lava cake classes with emphasis equally upon the recipe and
where the ingredients in recipe originate. One ingredient is
always the focus of a short video we watch while food bakes or
cooks.
Looking forward to resuming classes for handicapped adults,
senior adults, and others who were coming in groups of 10 one
day each month for agricultural themed classes featuring food or
crafts or activities outdoors.
I would like to see my state, North Carolina, be more inclusive of
all farms in the state. All 100 counties. Not just those who have
jumped through hoops to be included in Agritourism.
I would not choose any other career or lifestyle.
It is owned and operated by husband and wife. U-Pick blueberry
and blackberry in the summer. Raise sheep.
It’s not easy dealing with town policies. Town refuses to let me
have weddings since they gave me a cease and desist in 2017.
My husband passed away from brain cancer in 2017. I really
need this income to be able to hire people to do the work he
would have done and that my farm needs (like putting new roofs
on older barns).
Key to success is spouse/partner being at least 75% all in.
Otherwise, personal issues will get in the way.
my "job" is my life's work along with a community of Naturists
who volunteer to steward 30 acres and every living thing within.
My husband &amp; I love what we do but selling our business so
we can retire is in the near future.
My husband and I are both retired from professional jobs. We
now farm full time. In the early years our sons ran the farm with
our help, but they are now grown and live a distance from our
farm, however they provide capital and accounting help and are
partners and owners of the operation.
My husband has more years of experience than I do. Farming is
our way of life. Agritourism is just a part of the whole.
My husband has to work full time off farm for us to keep the farm
running
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50. Boomers
51. Baby Boomers
52. Baby Boomers
53. Baby Boomers

54. Baby Boomers
55. Baby Boomers
56. Baby Boomers
57. Baby Boomers

58. Baby Boomers
59. Baby Boomers
60. Baby Boomers
61. Baby Boomers
62. Baby Boomers
63. Baby Boomers
64. Baby Boomers
65. Baby Boomers
66. Baby Boomers

my husband is retired, so he can devote much more time to the
farm
My job is to help ranch families diversify so they can see a way
to pass their operations down to the next generation
Never can get sick or take time off!
Our intention was never to have a business but in the midst of a
career change and the encouragement of friends we put our
activity on TripAdvisor. It has become a way of life now, with
five employees. We’ve got a sweet story. Runningreindeer.com.
Best of luck with your research!
Our local laws limit many Agritourism opportunities. Our local
tourism industry and government is not helpful to the concept of
Agritourism.
Our operation is a community service. We are a teaching farm
and offer sustainable learning opportunities.
Please help educate the people on how a farm works and how
food is grown!!
Presently, I work full time off the farm, we run a separate
farmstead beef business and we am Friday - Sunday on the
agritourism side. My husband runs our dairy by himself and also
helps from time to time on at agri-tourism site
Social media is extremely important in attracting visitors and
customers.
Surprised how much extra time it takes, allows me to hire local
labor, cost a WHOLE bunch to develop, saved my bacon during
Covid
The farming has turned into a hobby. The money is in farming
people
the only way to describe this job is use the Dr Suess book-'Bartholomew Cubbins and the 500 Hats'--as an analogy of how
detailed agritourism is.
The single most important factor to me is building relationships
with customers so they recommend my farm and services to
others
This is NOT a hobby - "make money from my hobby" question
was irritating. This is a business, and even smaller scale
operations should treat it as such
U pick blueberries, part of the annual festival.
We are a flower farm - exploring the idea of Agritourism- it just
may work but we are senior citizens so who knows!
We are always reinventing our farm operations, requires many
skills, especially using websites and social media. Hate that part!
No such thing as part time farming ranching. But is part time
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67. Baby Boomers

68. Baby Boomers

69. Baby Boomers
70. Baby Boomers

income. If i could afford someone else to handle the store,
inventory, website sakes, mailing products, I’d do it in an instant.
If they could represent us properly. Not trying to build a huge
enterprise. Just an enjoyable life at our ages. If younger, could
spend the time and energies towards a larger enterprise. But not
interested in that now.
We are unofficially beginning our Agri tourism business, having
people pick berries and giving farm tours as time allows. The
transition from a standalone market to agri-tourism will take
some thought and creativity. Our people resources are limited. I
am still in the process of determining whether the agri-tourism
business will be cost-effective.
We have 2 vacation rental homes on the working farm and give
free tours to guests, via hayrides with Covid. Guests love them.
They are free to visit the goats, feed the horses, and play/fish in
the river which forms the north border of the farm.
We have a farm stand, and we show people we like or who have
interest around the farm. We don't consider ourselves an
Agritourism farm.
We have always welcomed visitors to our farm and provided
tours, well before "agritourism" was a common term. We focus
on conservation of endangered livestock breeds. Our farm
mission, and our years of saving funds before we purchased our
farm, means that we approach agritourism not as a revenue
resource, but as an opportunity to add depth to our work in
livestock breed conservation. It is certainly the case that by
welcoming visitors to our farm, one outcome is more sales of
what our farm produces. We have a certified organic PYO berry
farm and most of our tourism visitors are simply people who
come to pick berries. We are in a rural community and neighbors
often bring relatives or themselves to see our farm. We do not
charge a fee for touring the farm and if we did, we would likely
give a message to our neighbors that visiting our farm comes with
a cost. In a rural area, neighborliness is a strong tradition, and we
are in a position to decide that we will respect that tradition. We
realize that our work to capitalize our farm before starting our
farm gives us an advantage. Before farming, we have always
worked/lived/grown up in rural communities, both our parents
farmed - our knowledge and experience of the financial
uncertainty and risk of farming. Given our ability and willingness
to live cheap combined with decent incomes to save because our
incomes were good, though not outstanding, we were able to start
the farm in an OK situation. A key advantage was that we
had/have health coverage. This particular issue probably prevents
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many from taking a risk by starting a farm. If I'm accurate - this is
a significant loss for the U.S.
71. Baby Boomers
72. Baby Boomers

73. Baby Boomers
74. Baby Boomers
75. Silent
Generation
76. Silent
Generation
77. Silent
Generation
78. Silent
Generation
79. Silent
Generation
80. Silent
Generation
81. Silent
Generation
82. Silent
Generation
83. Silent
Generation
84. Silent
Generation

We operate a small commercial beekeeping operation, and sell
primarily at farm markets
We started in 1979 after graduating from Cornell. We have from
the beginning been an agri-tourism farm. We grow only what we
can sell directly to our customers or make into our value-added
products such as fruit pies, jam, Cider, wine, beer, and hard cider.
Fall festivals, educational tours, haunted hayrides, have been a
part of the farm since the beginning. Once we started the winery,
brewery, and private events (after 25 years of being in business)
all three of our children returned to the farm and now each help
us run what has become a very complicated operation. But I'm
sure they wouldn't be here if we did not expand into that next
level of services for our customers.
When will "agritourism" be adopted into the English language?
Tired of spellchecking corrections!
Wish I could find affordable insurance for private tours.
40 years as a professional crop consultant and as an expert
witness in off target pesticide crop yield losses.
Agri tourism is a great chance to talk about climate change,
sustainable rural development, democracy, white privilege,
organic food etc. We put our ethics, values into our
conversations.....
Biggest Problem: My Kids not interested in the farm.
Conservation easement on farm, succession of ownership through
grandchildren already planned.
Education and respect for the land and farm is a must for this
latest generation of those touring!
How will this survey be used and is it available to the public in
summary form?
Impact Investing in People and Workforce Development for AtRisk People to have a future with HOPE
We used to have u-pick berries when we were younger. Now we
are part of the Kaw Valley Farm Tour once a year (features
pasture-raised poultry) and occasionally give a school tour.
Widowed
wife has recently passed
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APPENDIX F
Study Questionnaire: Non-response Abbreviated Survey
Q1
Agritourism enhances my ability to meet financial obligations (e.g., debt)
Not
Somewhat
Very
Extremely
Important
Important
Important
Important
Important
(3)
(1)
(2)
(4)
(5)
Check one
(1)

o

o

o

o

o

Q2
How much do you agree or disagree that your job as an agritourism operator requires a
depth of farm knowledge?
Neither
Strongly
Strongly
Disagree (2)
Agree nor
Agree (4)
Disagree (1)
Agree (5)
Disagree (3)
Check one
(1)

o

o

o

o

o

Q3
What is the total acreage of your farm, including acres that you own or rent?

o Acres (4) ________________________________________________
Q4
What is your age as of March 1, 2021?
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Years ()
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APPENDIX G
Institutional Review Board

IRB Exempt Review Application
Office use only
IRB2020-187

Protocol Number:

Approval Date:
Exempt Category: D

1. Principal Investigator (PI): The PI must be a Clemson faculty or staff, per the PI
assignment policy. Graduate students may not be the PI if they are conducting the research
for their thesis or dissertation. The PI must have valid human research protections training.
Name: Willis Culler

E-mail: wculler@clemson.edu

Department: Lexington Extension

Phone: 803-206-9795

Campus address: 605 West Main Street, Lexington, SC 29072

Faculty

Staff

CITI expiration date: January 20,

Other:

2022

2. Enter Project Title: Exploring Job Characteristics and Entrepreneurial Goals of Agritourism
Operators in the United States
3. Research Personnel: Will other individuals assist with recruiting, obtaining informed
consent, data collection or data analysis?
No
Yes If YES, complete and attach the
Additional Research Team Members Form.
4. Study Purpose: Describe the purpose and goals of the research using plain language (avoid
technical terms, acronyms or jargon, unless explained).
Description: In their discussion of the state of agritourism research in the U.S., researchers
have concluded that a lack of knowledge regarding agritourism is troubling because proper
tourism planning at both the farm and destination level depends upon sound research. This
study will seek to address this void by further expanding the boundaries of theory used in
agriculture and tourism research. As both the demand and offer of recreational activities on
farms have increased in recent decades and promise increased growth in the future
investigating generational differences among agritourism operators could prove a unique
theoretical platform to examine how job characteristics and entrepreneurial goals are shaped
and differ by age cohort for use in both the tourism and agriculture academy. In short, this
study will utimately contribute to researchers, practitioners, service providers and others in
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providing needed training and educational resources to more adequately equip the current and
future agritourism provider. Additionally, as the current COVID-19 global crisis has had a
dramatic effect on both the tourism and agriculture industries in the United States this
investigation could prove timely.
5. Sharing of Results: Describe how research results will be shared (e.g., academic publication,
evaluation report to funder, conference presentation)?
Description: Dissertation, Academic Publication, Conference Presentation
6. Funding: Is the research funded?

No

Yes If YES, answer 6a-d.

a. Enter funding source (Do not use acronyms):
b. Enter name of PI on award:
c. Was the award processed through InfoEd?
proposal number (PPN):

No

Yes, enter ten-digit InfoEd

d. Did the IRB office issue a developmental (temporary) approval for this research?
Yes, enter the IRB protocol number:

No

7. Research Sites: Will research activities occur at a non-Clemson site or outside of the United
States?
No
Yes If YES, enter site location(s):

Non-Clemson site(s): Site permission may be required. Contact appropriate
office/department and keep documentation on file. If collecting data at another institution that
has an IRB, you may need permission from each participating institution’s IRB office.
International projects: Additional approval may be required. See FAQs and OHRP
International Compilation of Human Research Standards.
8. Exempt Review Categories: Select one or more of the categories below that appear to be
applicable to your research AND provide the information requested for each category
selected.
Category 1: Research, conducted in established or commonly accepted educational settings,
that specifically involves normal educational practices that are not likely to adversely impact
students' opportunity to learn required educational content or the assessment of educators who
provide instruction. This includes most research on regular and special education instructional
strategies, and research on the effectiveness of or the comparison among instructional techniques,
curricula, or classroom management methods.
a. Are the research activities a part of the normal class activities?
No
Yes If NO,
describe how the activities will not adversely impact students' opportunity to learn
required educational content:
b. Does the project involve a team member who is responsible for evaluating the
performance of the instructor(s)?
No
Yes If YES, describe how the activities
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will not adversely impact the assessment of the instructor(s) providing instruction:
c. Will the class instructor(s) be evaluated on the performance of the research activities?
No
Yes If YES, describe how the activities will not adversely impact the
assessment of the instructor(s) providing instruction:
Category 1 may be applied to research involving minors.
Category 2: Research that only includes interactions involving educational tests (cognitive,
diagnostic, aptitude, achievement), survey procedures, interview procedures, or observation of
public behavior (including visual or auditory recording) if at least one of the following criteria is
met:
Check all that may apply:
The information obtained is recorded in such a manner that the identity of the human
subjects cannot readily be ascertained, directly or through identifiers linked to the
subjects. (Criterion may be applied to research involving minors.)
Any disclosure of the human subjects' responses outside the research would not
reasonably place the subjects at risk of criminal or civil liability or be damaging to the
subjects' financial standing, employability, educational advancement, or reputation.
(Criterion may be applied to research involving minors.)
The information obtained is recorded in a manner that the identity of the human
subjects can readily be ascertained, directly or through identifiers linked to the subjects.
(Criterion may NOT be applied to research involving minors.)
Category 2 may NOT include interventions. See Guidance on Interventions in Research
Studies.
Observation of public behavior criteria: observation occurring in public settings where there
are no expectations of privacy (i.e., public park, concert) and researchers do not interact with
participants.
Category 3: Research involving benign behavioral interventions in conjunction with the
collection of information from an adult subject through verbal or written responses (including
data entry) or audiovisual recording if the subject prospectively agrees to the intervention and
information collection.
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a. Does the research involve benign behavioral intervention(s) as described below?
No
Yes
If NO, your project does not meet the criteria for Exempt review under category 3.
Complete the Expedited application.
If YES, describe intervention(s):
b. Does the research involve deceiving the participants of the nature or purposes of the
research?
No
Yes If YES, see guidance on Research Involving Deception or
Concealment AND attach the debriefing form for review.
c. Will you notify the participants in the informed consent document that the research
involves an intervention and/or deception of the nature or purposes of the research
(you do not have to describe the details of the intervention or deception, just that the
research involves an intervention and/or deception of the nature or purposes of the
research)?
No
Yes If NO, your project does not meet the criteria for Exempt
review under category 3. Complete the Expedited application.
d. Check all that may apply:
The information obtained is recorded by the investigator in such a manner that the
identity of the human subjects cannot readily be ascertained, directly or through
identifiers linked to the subjects.
Any disclosure of the human subjects' responses outside the research would not
reasonably place the subjects at risk of criminal or civil liability or be damaging to the
subjects' financial standing, employability, educational advancement, or reputation.
The information obtained is recorded by the investigator in such a manner that the
identity of the human subjects can readily be ascertained, directly or through identifiers
linked to the subjects.
Definition: For the purpose of this provision, benign behavioral interventions are brief in
duration, harmless, painless, not physically invasive, not likely to have a significant adverse
lasting impact on the subjects, and the investigator has no reason to think the subjects will find
the interventions offensive or embarrassing.
Provided all such criteria are met, examples of such benign behavioral interventions would
include:
• having the subjects play an online game;
• having them solve puzzles under various noise conditions; or
• having them decide how to allocate a nominal amount of received cash between
themselves and someone else
If the research involves deceiving the subjects of the nature or purposes of the research, this
exemption is not applicable unless the subject authorizes the deception through a prospective
agreement to participate in research in circumstances in which the subject is informed that he or
she will be unaware of or misled regarding the nature or purposes of the research.
Category 3 may NOT be applied to research involving minors.
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Category 4: Secondary research for which consent is not required: Secondary research
uses of identifiable private information or identifiable biospecimens.
a. Was the data or biospecimens initially collected for non-research purposes or from other
research studies that did not require the participants’ informed consent?
No
Yes
If NO, your project does not meet the criteria for Exempt review under category 4. Go
to category 8.
b. Check all that may apply:
The identifiable private information or identifiable biospecimens are publicly
available (either by paying a fee, submitting a request, or available without restrictions).
Information, which may include information about biospecimens, is recorded by the
investigator in such a manner that the identity of the human subjects cannot readily be
ascertained directly or through identifiers linked to the subjects, the investigator does
not contact the subjects, and the investigator will not re-identify subjects.
The research involves only information collection and analysis involving the
investigator's use of identifiable health information when that use is regulated under
HIPAA (45 CFR parts 160 and 164, subparts A and E), for the purposes of “health care
operations” or “research” as those terms are defined at 45 CFR 164.501 or for “public
health activities and purposes” as described under 45 CFR 164.512(b).
The research is conducted by, or on behalf of, a Federal department or agency
using government-generated or government-collected information obtained for
nonresearch activities, if the research generates identifiable private information that is or
will be maintained on information technology that is subject to and in compliance with
section 208(b) of the E-Government Act of 2002, 44 U.S.C. 3501 note, if all of the
identifiable private information collected, used, or generated as part of the activity will
be maintained in systems of records subject to the Privacy Act of 1974, 5 U.S.C. 552a,
and, if applicable, the information used in the research was collected subject to the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, 44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.
c. List the data fields and/or describe the biospecimens that will be used:
d. Identify the data holder and/or source of the biospecimens:
e. Is a Data Use Agreement and/or Material Transfer Agreement required for you to access
the data and/or biospecimens?
No
Yes – provide copy of agreement
f.

Describe your management plan for storing and securing the data and/or specimens,
including protecting the privacy of participants and maintaining confidentiality of data:

Category 4 may:
• be applied to identifiable private information or identifiable biospecimens collected
from minors;
• involve future collection of identifiable private information or identifiable
biospecimens if the data or biospecimens are not being collected specifically for
your proposed research study.
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An Institutional Biosafety Committee (IBC) protocol may be required for secondary research use
of biospecimens.
If requesting Exempt review under Category 4 only, then go to question 14.

Category 5: Research and demonstration projects that are conducted or supported by a
Federal department or agency, or otherwise subject to the approval of department or agency
heads (or the approval of the heads of bureaus or other subordinate agencies that have been
delegated authority to conduct the research and demonstration projects), and that are
designed to study, evaluate, improve, or otherwise examine public benefit or service
programs, including procedures for obtaining benefits or services under those programs,
possible changes in or alternatives to those programs or procedures, or possible changes in
methods or levels of payment for benefits or services under those programs. Such projects
include, but are not limited to internal studies by Federal employees, and studies under
contracts or consulting arrangements, cooperative agreements, or grants.
Category 5 may be applied to research involving minors.
Category 6: Taste and food quality evaluation and consumer acceptance studies:
Check all that may apply:
Wholesome foods without additives are consumed.
Food is consumed that contains a food ingredient at or below the level and for a use
found to be safe, or agricultural chemical or environmental contaminant at or below the
level found to be safe, by the Food and Drug Administration or approved by the
Environmental Protection Agency or the Food Safety and Inspection Service of the U.S.
Department of Agriculture.
Category 6 may be applied to research involving minors.
Category 7: Storage or maintenance for secondary research for which broad consent is
required:
a. Check all that may apply:
Storage or maintenance of identifiable private information for secondary research.
Storage of maintenance of identifiable biospecimens for secondary research.
b. Was broad consent for storage, maintenance, and secondary research use of identifiable
private information or identifiable biospecimens obtained from participants?
No
Yes If NO, your project does not meet the criteria for Exempt Category 7.
c. Was broad consent obtained in writing or did an IRB waive the documentation for
written informed consent?
No
Yes
If NO, your project does not meet the criteria for Exempt Category 7.
If YES, describe the informed consent process:
d. Describe your management plan for storing and securing the data and/or specimens,
including protecting the privacy of participants and maintaining confidentiality of data:
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Data Use Agreement or Material Transfer Agreement may be required to share the data and/or
biospecimens with other researchers.
Category 7 may be applied to identifiable private information or identifiable biospecimens
collected from minors.
An Institutional Biosafety Committee (IBC) protocol may be required for secondary research use
of biospecimens.
If requesting Exempt review under Category 7 or under Categories 7 and 8 only, then go to
question 14.
Category 8: Secondary research for which broad consent is required: Research involving
the use of identifiable private information or identifiable biospecimens for secondary
research use.
a. All of the following criteria must apply:
Broad consent for the storage, maintenance, and secondary research use of the
identifiable private information or identifiable biospecimens was obtained.
Documentation of informed consent or waiver of documentation of consent was
obtained.
The research to be conducted is within the scope of the broad consent; AND
The investigator does not include returning individual research results to subjects as
part of the study plan. This provision does not prevent an investigator from abiding by
any legal requirements to return individual research results.
b. List the data fields and/or describe the biospecimens that will be used:
c. Identify the data holder and/or source of the biospecimens:
d. Is a Data Use Agreement and/or Material Transfer Agreement required for you to access
the data and/or biospecimens?
No
Yes – provide copy of agreement
e. Describe your management plan for storing and securing the data and/or specimens,
including protecting the privacy of participants and maintaining confidentiality of data:
Category 8 may be applied to identifiable private information or identifiable biospecimens
collected from minors.
An Institutional Biosafety Committee (IBC) protocol may be required for secondary research use
of biospecimens.
If requesting Exempt review under Category 8 or under Categories 7 and 8 only, then go to
question 14.
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9. Study Population
a. Enter projected number of participants that will be enrolled in the study: 1500
b. Identify the group(s) specifically targeted for the study (check all that may apply).
Clemson students

Clemson faculty/staff

Adults not affiliated with Clemson

Minors, including wards of the state, or
any other agency, institution, or entity

Non-English-speaking individuals

Individuals with intellectual disabilities

Individuals with impaired decisionmaking capacity

Individuals economically or
educationally disadvantaged

DoD personnel

Pregnant women

Prisoners (requires Full Board Review
Human Fetuses and/or Neonates
Application)
Other-describe: Agritourism operators in the United States.
10. Recruitment Procedures
a. Describe how potential participants will be identified and contacted: The target population for this study
is agritourism operators located within the United States. Pre-test participants will be farmers operating
in in South Carolina that have participated on the SC Ag + Art Tour. As Director of the SC Ag + Art
Tour I have contact information for over 100 agritourism farms in South Carolina. These farmers will
be contacted by email and phone and/or video conferencing interviews will be made based on
availability. Interviews will be done until saturation is achieved, expected 10-15 interviews. Since there
is currently no national database that provides a comprehensive list of working farms offering
agritourism activities, a survey of agritourism operations located throughout the U.S. will be conducted
for the main study (beta and final). A database of approximately 1500 agritourism operations in the
United States was obtained from a travel agency specializing in agritourism venues. Agritourism
operators will be contacted by email using the Qualtrics web survey system.
b. Are there any inclusion or exclusion criteria for participation?
No
Yes If YES, describe criteria
and screening process to determine eligibility (provide copy of screening tool) and briefly explain why
the inclusion or exclusion criteria is necessary for your research:
c. Check all recruitment methods below AND attach copy of recruitment documents for review. See
Guidance for Recruitment Materials for more information on what is required on the documents.
Participants may not be contacted prior to IRB review.
Flyers/Advertisements

E-mail notice

In-person-describe: .

Internet-describe:

Dept. subject pool-describe:

Letter mailed to individuals

Other-describe: Pre-test interviews to further strengthen the study questionnaire will be made
via phone or video conferencing.
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11. Participant Incentives
a. Will participants receive any incentive or compensation for participating in the study?
No
Yes If YES, answer 11b-c.
b. Are there any conditions for receiving incentives (i.e., have to complete all research
activities, answer attention check questions correctly)?
No
Yes If YES, describe:
Answer all questions and return survey.
c. Check all that apply and provide requested information for each incentive checked (all
incentives must be listed on informed consent document):
Course/extra credit for students (an equivalent alternative to research participation must be
provided and described on informed consent document): Indicate number of credits that will
be offered and if partial credits will be offered:
Gift(s) - describe gift(s) [include value and when gift(s) will be given]:
Monetary incentive(s): Indicate value of incentive, when incentive will be given and if partial
payment will be offered: Participants will have the opportunity to win one of three $100 cash
cards. Respondents will be assigned a number based on survey response date/time.Three
winners will then be chosen at random using Google's Random Number Generator. Winners
will be drawn randomly three weeks after a second cover letter with survey link is emailed to
non-respondents.The monetary incentive will be funded from persoanl savings.

12. Research Methods and Procedures
a. What data will you collect? Check all that may apply AND attach copy of data collection
instruments/tools for review (i.e., surveys, interview questions).
Surveys/Questionnaires

Individual interview

Focus group

Observation

Student educational records (FERPA may
apply)

Protected Health Information (HIPAA may
apply)

Digital data (i.e., computer, cell phone, other equipment/devices)- describe:
Other-describe:
b. Will you audio/video record or photograph participants?
If YES, check all that may apply:

Audio

Video

No

Yes

Photographs

If YES, will you use audio, video, or photographs in presentations, publications, and/or
training materials?
No
Yes - a media release form is required
See Guidance on the Use of Audio/Video Recording and Photographs for more
information on what is required on the informed consent document.
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c. Will you use concealment (incomplete disclosure) or deception in this study? (If you are
requesting Exempt review under Category 3 AND your research only involves
deception of the nature or purposes of the research, then check “N/A.”)
N/A
No
Yes If YES, describe concealment or deception and provide rationale:
See guidance on Research Involving Deception or Concealment AND attach the
debriefing form for review.
d. Describe the informed consent process, include who will obtain consent from all
participants, when, and how this will be done. If participants are not competent to consent
for themselves, then describe procedures for obtaining consent from legally authorized
representative. Attach all informed consent document(s) for review: information letter,
online script, and/or oral script.
Description: I will strive to maintain all data with the upmost security, understanding
that maintaining human subject data securely with the appropriate level of anonymity,
confidentiality, or de-identification is a key factor in ensuring a low risk threshold for the
participants, the researchers, and the university. Informed consent will be sought to
ensure the participant has a clear understanding of research and any associated risks. A
informed consent letter will be included in the first page of my survey, attached.
e. Describe, in detail, your data collection methods and procedures. Describe how data will
be collected, what information will be collected from participants and what sessions will
be audio/video recorded and/or photographed. Provide a timeline or schedule of events, if
applicable.
Description: Pre-test data will be collected via phone or video conference interviews.
Questions will be asked to further strengthen the research questionnaire. Survey data will
then be collected through questionnaires administered to working farms offering
agritourism activities in the form of a web survey.The questiannaires will be admistered
through the Qualtrics web survey system. A Beta test will first be administered to further
identify best practices. To increase response rate, the following multiple contact strategy
will be used in both the Beta test and final survey: 1) a pre-notification e-mail cover letter
with web survey link, 2) a thank you/reminder e-mail after one week, 3) an e-mail cover
letter with survey link after two weeks to non-respondents, and 4) an e-mail with
nonresponse check after four weeks to non-respondents. A separate link will be included
in the survey that will take participants to registration for a drawing. No identifiable
contact information will be linked to the survey responses.
f.

What is the total time (hours, minutes, days) that each participant will spend in the entire
study, include follow-up sessions?
Description: Including question discussion, pre-test interviews will take no more than 20
minutes from initial contact.Taking into account typical answering ties for different types
of online survey questions found in the literature the survey will take 10-15 minutes to
complete.

13. Data Management Plan
a. Will you collect information (i.e., names, ID numbers, audio/video recordings and
photographs, demographic data) during the study that could identity the participants
directly or through identifiers linked to the participants?
No
Yes
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If NO, go to question 14.
If YES, answer 13b-d.
b. Describe your management plan for storing and securing the data, protecting the privacy of
participants and maintaining confidentiality of data.
Description: All research data collected as part of this project is owned by Clemson
University. The Principal Investigator of this project will take responsibility for the
collection, management, and sharing of the research data.The data files from this study
will be managed, processed, and stored in a secure environment (e.g., lockable computer
systems with passwords, firewall system in place, power surge protection, virus/malicious
intruder protection) and by controlling access to digital files with encryption and/or
password protection.
c. How long will you retain identifiable data?
Description: Research data will be stored for at least five years.
d. Will you share identifiable data with other institutions, agencies, or companies?
Yes

No

Describe data management plan on informed consent document(s) and notify
participants if data will be shared with other institutions, agencies, companies and/or
used to support future studies.
14. Conflict of Interest Statement/Financial Disclosure:
Could the results of the study provide an actual or potential financial gain to you, a member
of your family, or any of the co-investigators, or give the appearance of a potential conflict of
interest (COI)? Refer to Conflict of Interest policy for more information.
No
Yes; indicate the status of the COI and/or financial disclosure:
On file with COI office
Will be submitted to COI office
15. PI Confirmation:
Confirmation from the PI certifies that the information in the IRB packet is accurate and
complete, PI is familiar with the Federalwide Assurance for the Protection of Human
Subjects held by Clemson University and institutional guidelines regarding human subjects
research, and agrees to abide by the provisions of the Assurance and the determination of the
IRB. The PI is responsible for assuring that all team members listed on the protocol are
properly trained and adverse events, research-related injuries, or unexpected problems
affecting the rights or safety of research participants are reported promptly to the Office of
Research Compliance.
The PI has to submit the complete packet to IRB@clemson.edu. Initial submissions will not
be accepted by other researchers.
Submission Instructions and IRB Review Process: There is no deadline for submitting exempt
applications for review. Complete IRB packets are processed as received. It is recommended that
you submit your IRB application at least a month before your anticipated start date.
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International research – Review of international research may require additional time due to
requirements in other countries, negotiation of Individual Investigator Agreements, arranging
appropriate local context reviews, and geographical and communication constraints. Submit IRB
application at least three to six months before your anticipated start date. More information on
local context reviews is available on our FAQ webpage,
http://www.clemson.edu/research/compliance/irb/faq.html. The International Compilation of
Human Research Standards is available on the Office of Human Research Protections (OHRP)
webpage.
Current versions of the applications and templates are available on the IRB forms webpage.
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APPENDIX H
Email Contact Cover Letter: Non-Response Check

Fourth email cover letter with a link to the abbreviated survey. Non-Response check
From: wculler@surveys.clemson.edu
From Name: Clemson University Agritourism
Reply-To Email: wculler@clemson.edu
Subject: Agritourism Survey, short follow-up, five simple questions
Hi, it's Will from Clemson again- a short follow-up for those who were not able to
complete my full agritourism survey.
Following are just five simple questions.
By taking a quick minute to answer these few questions you will again have the
opportunity to register to win one of three $100 gift cards to be drawn at random.
Follow this link to the Survey:
${l://SurveyLink?d=Take the Survey}
Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser:
${l://SurveyURL}
Follow the link to opt-out of future emails:
${l://OptOutLink?d=Click here to unsubscribe}
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APPENDIX I
Other Activities: Responses by Age Cohort
Age Cohort

Activity

1. Boomer

Wedding venue

2. Boomer

4. Boomer

Used to be allowed to do weddings. Town gave permission, that
one retired. New ones took it away.
A bnb with a collaboration with farm wildlife and forestry
projects. Intently featuring honeybees and a wildflower project
with DEC
emersion in nature

5. Silent

Elk Viewing, Carriage Ride, Gourmet Dinner, and Wine Tasting

6. Boomer

We are a historic agricultural site.

7. Boomer

Farm stand with fresh produce, jams, jellies, pickles, etc.

8. Boomer

Falconry Experiences

9. Millennial

Weddings

10. Boomer

Farm to table events

11. Generation X

Onsite farm store featuring a multitude of products produced on
our farm.
41 farm created activities for youth and parents

3. Boomer

12. Silent
13. Boomer

14. Boomer
15. Boomer

Hands on assisting with alpaca "chores" (feeding, cleaning),
shearing &amp; skirting fiber, animal husbandry (trimming
toenails, deworming, vaccinations), watching cria births, fiber
arts (spinning, weaving, dyeing, etc.). We share our 24/7 live
Barn-cam to remotely view alpacas and birthing of crias... we
have viewers/friends from around the world 🙂
$.
#
"
Carousel Trackless Train Gift Shop Restaurant Pavilion
meetings
guest participation in agricultural activities unique to our farm.

17. Boomer

cooking lessons with farm products. lessons on making valueadded products. Harvest fruit and make your jelly
Shrimp fishing, we raise saltwater shrimp indoors

18. Boomer

Weddings and other events

16. Boomer
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19. Boomer

Natural history walking tour

20. Boomer

We are NOT farms...we are working ranches and so some of the
questions do not apply
Weddings, bus tours, kids camp

21. Generation X
22. Boomer
23. Boomer

annual plants for sale with help on how to grow from the
experience
Texas Longhorn cattle tours/viewing/photography Star parties

25. Boomer

We operate a meat business where we sell frozen products off
the farms at local farmers’ markets and online vendors. Some
come to the farm for pick up. Want to open an on-farm store at
some point in the future with farm tours.
Exotic livestock

26. Boomer

cooking classes catered events (e.g., barbecues)

27. Boomer

farm to table dinners

28. Boomer

Maple Syrup production and beekeeping.

29. Generation X
30. Boomer

Covid has put a damper on customer interaction via retail
outlets. Commercial grape growing is our main commodity
parties, school tours, haunted venues

31. Boomer

Outdoor exercise classes

32. Boomer

Cheese tasting and classes

33. Boomer

Tenting sites, farm store, alpaca farm

34. Silent

Sunflower and Hemp Mazes

35. Generation X

38. Generation X

Goat yoga class Private families farm tour with covid Farm
camp for children Mobile ag trailer
encourage people to come and have a picnic, spend time with
family
Hands on-farm activities, milking, collecting eggs, feeding, and
cleaning
Goat care and information on products made from goat milk

39. Boomer

Live reindeer on display during the holiday season

40. Boomer

Natural habitat tours. Mushrooms Classes. Foraging
Classes/Workshops. Seasonal Workshops: Christmas Herbs.
Propagation Workshops, etc.

24. Generation X

36. Boomer
37. Boomer
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41. Generation X

Farm camp :)

42. Boomer

43. Generation X

I allow children to plant pumpkin seeds in my garden.
Throughout the summer, they come here to watch their plants
grow. In the Fall around Halloween, they come and harvest their
pumpkin and bring it home with them
Chefs’ dinners

44. Generation X

Sales of Grass-fed beef

45. Millennial

Summer camps, farm to table dinners

46. Boomer

shearing

47. Boomer

Weed for Feed PYO Flowers

48. Boomer

We repurpose our greenhouses into a butterfly exhibit where we
showcase 28 species of butterflies found in the United States.
We also have 6 species of birds and the host and nectar plants to
support the butterflies. We teach about pollinators and their
important role in our agriculture.
Fairy Village

49. Boomer

51. Generation X

Nature as therapy; exercise space; birdwatching; lunch venue
with licensed commercial music; shopping for items produced
and not produced on the farm. We offer a "farm membership"
for a fee (works sort of like a country club membership).
Weddings

52. Generation X

Train Rides

53. Silent

Yoga sessions

54. Boomer

56. Generation X

Crafters, musicians, family reunions birthdays, corporate
outings, prayer meetings, women's groups, weddings, baptisms,
showers
Farm market on premises during the season (jellies, preserves,
etc.)
Farm camp for kids

57. Boomer

Lavender and chocolate

58. Generation X

Mail order of our farm to table products

59. Generation X

cooking classes

60. Millennial

Free Fishing

50. Boomer

55. Generation X
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61. Generation X

alpaca yoga

62. Boomer

olive oil, growing, milling, tasting, and sales

63. Boomer

65. Boomer

Design and cutting mazes for other farms utilizing my
equipment
Best Practices and Technologies in aquaponics, irrigation,
permaculture, soils enrichment, water and wind generation, and
conservation. tiny homes of the homeless, smart systems,
greenhouse growing year-round
Weddings and private events

66. Boomer

Sawmill, forestry tours

67. Boomer

Camping

68. Boomer
69. Generation X

Farmstand for canned goods and fresh veggies. Tour of the farm
on occasion.
Pick your apples and thornless blackberries

70. Boomer

Playground and Picnic Area

71. Millennial

Photo venue

72. Boomer

self-guided farm/garden tour

73. Generation X

Host events like weddings, etc.

74. Boomer

Picked berries and frozen berries directly to the customer.

75. Boomer

77. Boomer

community veg garden exotic fruit trees native plants live
butterfly exhibits insect collection annual Art-FUUUL Day tent
camping
Educating youth groups, homeschooled kids, handicapable folks.
We do not have wheelchair access throughout the entire farm,
but we make things fun for everyone.
Working dog demos or interactive events.

78. Boomer

ATV and snowmobile trails

79. Boomer

We are just unofficial just yet. We are a drive-thru stand-alone
business, with accommodations to customers who would like to
tour the farm. At this point, we allow free photo sessions in our
peach orchard in the spring.
Dinners

64. Silent

76. Millennials

80. Boomer
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81. Boomer

fishing

82. Millennial

Children’s play area/activities

83. Generation X

Giant slide/ forty-foot lookout tower

84. Boomer

weddings, family reunions, parties

85. Boomer

Olive oil tasting and sales.

86. Boomer

91. Boomer

Membership, with members-only benefits and weekly membersonly open-farm evenings
Alpaca photoshoots, Alpaca rentals for special events off-site,
Alpaca PR
My farm has been recognized as one of three locations where
there are Townsend Bats that are protected. These bats were near
extinction from the use of pesticides in the 60s and 70s. I am a
certified, organic farmer and also give tours of my healthy bat
population.
Guests and visitors can plant an olive tree and become a
"producer"
State of the art Farm Smart systems and technologies, renewable
energy, and educational interpretive exhibits.
Tours and educational experiences of alpacas and fleece

92. Boomer

Herb walks

93. Generation X

cheesemaking observation on-farm retail store

94. Boomer
95. Boomer

life events: funerals, showers, parties, weddings, fundraisers,
4-H, and other youth meetings/community events
Road-side fruit sales

96. Boomer

Weddings, Public Events, Corporate Events, Private Rentals

97. Boomer

Pecan harvest

98. Boomer

Hop’s education

99. Generation X

87. Boomer
88. Boomer

89. Boomer
90. Silent

100.

Boomer

Horse Drawn Wagons & amp; Sleighs and related activities both
on and off the farm
Weddings, private events

101.

Generation X

Weddings

102.

Generation X

Photography Venue
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APPENDIX J
Other Pandemic Response: Responses by Age Cohort
Age Cohort

Pandemic Response

1. Boomer

Weddings cancels

2. Generation X

Our municipal contracts completely stopped.

3. Boomer

Hiking and wildlife are on the rise as well as camping

4. Boomer

Once Covid restrictions were eased, we have had more
scheduled individual family unit tours/visits where social
distancing and outdoor activities are appropriate (rather than
larger crowds at "OpenBarn" events).

5. Boomer

Fewer hayrides in 2020 but more pick your own (customers
felt safe outside).

6. Boomer

We are just going to try and start this type of program and we
are not up and running yet!

7. Boomer

Our farm stand is thriving, but we have not had anyone stay
for over a year. We plan to reopen lodging in July 2021.

8. Boomer

Initially we were shut down for three months. Now tourism is
bigger than ever.

9. Boomer

last year we were scrambling as our international guests had to
cancel and then those spots filled with domestic guests and
now, we cannot keep up with the demand

10. Boomer

No school tours.

11. Boomer

Changed way of operating but folks still came for PYO

12. Boomer

We are in the process of restoring our old hunters’ cabin to a
birdwatchers’ guest house. Our ranch is in the heart of the
CWD area, so we abandoned offering hunts that we did for 20
years. We are not ready to receive guests but have great
interest from people seeking a rural getaway.

13. Boomer

Increase in maze visitors Sept-Oct Decrease in classes Mar
2020-Mar 2021

14. Boomer

Increase in online sales
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15. Generation X

best year ever by a long shot.

16. Generation X

We have lost all income from 2020 and 2021 so far Very
difficult

17. Boomer

We had great success last year. We were very careful to wash
buckets after every use, to keep distance. We were on the
CDC list of places to visit during the summer season of 2020.
Best Year Ever!

18. Boomer

We have seen a significant increase in interest in growing
gardens, vegetables, herbs, and native plants.

19. Boomer

We had to cancel weddings

20. Generation X

While some revenue streams have increased, others have been
completely removed (i.e., field trips, etc.). And the cost of
operating has skyrocketed (i.e., COGS, labor, additional labor
due to COVID, etc.)

21. Boomer

Restricted our overnight stays to a single-family unit at a time.

22. Boomer

Increase in requests for locally grown livestock, veggies, etc.

23. Boomer

The decrease in visits was because of a short season. We had a
short crop.

24. Boomer

Farm members have not been to the farm for any activity due
to COVID even though we are part of a statewide effort to
keep people safe.

25. Boomer

We lost many of our summer weddings, but gained many new
customers during the pumpkin patch season

26. Generation X

Our farm stay only takes one family at a time. We have been
booked almost solid.

27. Boomer

I cut 7 mazes in 2019 and only 3 in 2020

28. Silent

Renewed interest in food security, growing and buying local,
and control of food chain locally

29. Boomer

We lost 1/3 of our revenue when we had to cancel weddings in
2020 but made up for it by charging an entrance fee for our UPick and fall activities. We saved in labor costs as well.

30. Boomer

Class attendance has increased. Honey, egg, and bread sales
have increased
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31. Boomer

Decrease in U-pick increase in frozen. We have changed
practices for U-pick, shed staff, employee pickers, website.
Payroll has increased, purchases have increased.

32. Boomer

We limited activities during the event

33. Millennial

We don't normally charge money for the tours. We may have
to in the future due to increased costs of managing the farm

34. Boomer

Closed to group events last year, but the BnB booked solid!

35. Boomer

We are not yet an official agri-tourism business. Possibly
convert over in the next year or two from a standalone
farmstand farm business to Agritourism. Still considering the
options

36. Generation X

Closed in 2019 for relocation NC to SC

37. Boomer

closed the field trip part of our business; weddings and events
have decreased in number and the size of events has decreased;
we are now having more events with 50 or less attending vs
pre-covid with most events having 100+.

38. Boomer

We have had to pivot to more online sales.

39. Boomer

It's been a great year. We are not participating in covid.

40. Boomer

I raise organic, grass-fed beef under the brand High Sierra
Beef. Due to Covid 19, when there was a shortage of beef, I
had increased sales and now these folks are regular customers.

41. Generation X

We used the Covid downtime to improve our on-farm visitor
center

42. Silent

Donations are off and grants pending are long-term with one
exception.

43. Boomer

We went from free open farm days to individual private tours
for a fee.

44. Boomer

Increase in demand has been very strong. Hopefully, it will
continue in the coming years. Buy Fresh and Buy Local
movement has also been a factor

45. Generation X

We have had to expand our hours of operation to spread out
customers safely which has both allowed us to keep our
income at a stable level, but costs more in labor to do so.
COVID also costs a significant amount to set up safety
measures as well as a system for guest reservations.
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46. Generation X

canceled guided tours. Self-guided tours still operational

47. Boomer

We had the same number of weekend visitors as in past years,
but many fewer field trips More revenue

48. Boomer

Last spring/summer we had an increase in visits. Now we are
back to "normal" levels

49. Boomer

We did close our barn over the winter &amp; normally are
open year-round. Our outdoor events last summer had more
attendance than ever before. Most of our weddings were
canceled last year.

50. Generation X

We are just starting our business so no impact as it was
operating yet for tourism
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APPENDIX K
Other Industry or Trade Association: Responses by Age Cohort
Age Cohort

Industry Association Other

1. Generation X
2. Generation X
3. Boomer

Chamber of Commerce
MS Agritourism Association
Former county tourism coordinator and member of local, area, state
tourism
Air BNB
ALHFAM
www.raptorawards.co.uk.
Fresh from Florida
no, they cost too much. two years ago, after paying expenses salaries
etc we made $830 and this past year $3002.
National Alpaca Owners Association (AOA)
Apple Talk
Illinois Specialty Growers
Southern Christmas Tree Association
U.S. Farm Stay Association
AIRBNB
Hawaii tropical fruit growers and Hawaii master food preservers
Utah's Own
Fresh From Florida
Local Farm/Food org.
Reindeer Owners and Breeders Association
We have a new MT Agritourism Advisory Council, National Farm Stay
USA, and Yonder is the newest kid on the block
The Maize
Saginaw County Farm Bureau
United Dairy Industry of Michigan
FWGGA
not sure, guess not
United States Lavender Growers Association.

4. Boomer
5. Boomer
6. Boomer
7. Boomer
8. Silent
9. Boomer
10. Boomer
11. Boomer
12. Boomer
13. Boomer
14. Boomer
15. Boomer
16. Boomer
17. Boomer
18. Boomer
19. Boomer
20. Boomer
21. Boomer
22. Generation X
23. Boomer
24. Boomer
25. Generation X
26. Silent

Iowa Tourism
NCTA
We no longer have a state Agritourism assoc., but I was a part of it for
years.
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27. Generation X
28. Boomer
29. Boomer
30. Boomer
31. Generation X
32. Boomer
33. Boomer

34. Boomer
35. Generation X
36. Generation X
37. Millennial
38. Generation X
39. Boomer
40. Boomer
41. Generation X
42. Boomer
43. Boomer

44. Boomer
45. Generation X
46. Boomer

47. Boomer
48. Generation X
49. Boomer
50. Boomer
51. Generation X
52. Boomer

Brown signs on interstate
Farm Stay USA
Farm Bureau
Illinois Grape Growers &amp; Vintners Association
Farmers Market
MACT regional Christmas Tree association, ONLA--OHIO Nursery and
Landscape Association
We have been involved in Agritourism for more than 20 years.
However, more recently membership depended on being part of a larger
tourism group. At time that networking is ultimately important for
Agritourism Farms, it has been a challenge to take part in Agritourism in
North Carolina. Only recently has our county been listed as an
Agritourism destination.
Chamber of Commerce
Farm Bureau
Ohio Craft Brewers Assn.
Ohio Wine Producers Assn.
Local and regional sustainable ag groups
Maize quest
Illinois Specialty Growers Assoc.
Sierra Nevada Geotourism .
N/A I already belong to too many organizations, groups, etc.
Local Chamber of commerce
none
Our county is not interested in promoting tourism. One recent study
(2017) stated that our county had few strong proponents of tourism and
that we are a "clean slate." (Actual quote)
CCOF
Chamber of Commerce
Florida Farm Bureau
Meat Sheep Alliance of Florida
Fresh from Florida
ALHFAM
MOMMC
Dairy Association
Waldoboro Business Association
CFSA
Farm Bureau
Ohio maple producers
Ohio farmers market managers Assoc
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53. Silent
54. Boomer
55. Boomer
56. Generation X
57. Boomer
58. Generation X
59. Boomer
60. Boomer
61. Generation X
62. Boomer
63. Millennial
64. Boomer
65. Boomer
66. Boomer
67. Generation X
68. Boomer
69. Boomer
70. Generation X
71. Boomer
72. Boomer
73. Boomer
74. Boomer
75. Boomer
76. Generation X
77. Generation X
78. Boomer
79. Generation X
80. Silent
81. Boomer
82. Boomer
83. Generation X
84. Boomer
85. Boomer
86. Boomer
87. Boomer

Not Yet but eager to determine value and engagement
60-year member of the American Tree Farm System.
Kentucky Wineries Association
Wisconsin Apple Growers Association
Harvest host
Alabama Cattlemen’s Association
Iowa wine growers’ association
In a local tourist brochure.
NCAN
State Direct Marketing/Agritourism Committee Georgia Farm Bureau
GA Farm Bureau passport
Harvest Hosts
Naturist Society
Conservation Alliance
National Bonsai Association
Missouri Blueberry Council
Hipcamp
Christmas Tree Farmers Association of NY
Wisconsin Apple Growers Association
Farm Bureau
State Christmas tree vegetables and maple syrup associations
Sonoma County Farm Trails
Kansas Christmas Tree Growers Association
Sierra Nevada Geotourism and the Sierra Nevada Conservancy.
Local Trade organization
San Diego County Vintners Association and Ramona Valley Vintners
Association
Wine Institute of California
Farm Bureau
California Artisan Cheese Guild
We are just getting started and will be fully operational in the thrd
quarter of 2022
National and regional alpaca associations
Ohio Produce Growers and Marketers Assn.
State farming association
Fruit and Vegetable Growers Association
Wisconsin Agri-Tourism Assoc.
Kentucky Bed and Breakfast Association
Wisconsin Berry Growers
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88. Boomer
89. Millennial
90. Boomer

Also, a member of the American Emu Association (AEA) which
promotes National Emu Week (N.E.W.) in May.
LGA
WATA &amp; WGGA (WI Grape Growers Asso)
Fox Cities Chamber of Commerce &amp; Fox West Chamber of
Commerce
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APPENDIX L
Study Infographic
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